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INTRODUCTION AND GUIDE

INTRODUCTION

Pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), its implementing regulations, and
NPS guidance on meeting the Service’s NEPA obligations, Theodore Roosevelt National Park
(the park) must assess and consider comments submitted on the Draft EIk Management
Plan/Environmental Impact Statement (plan/DEIS), the park preferred alternative, and the
environmentally preferable alternative and provide responses. This report describes how the NPS
considered public comments and provides responses to those comments.

Following the release of the plan/DEIS, a 90-day public comment period was open between
December 17, 2008 and March 19, 2009. This public comment period was announced through the
park’s website (www.nps.gov/thro), through mailings sent to interested parties, elected officials,
and appropriate local and state agencies, and through press releases and newspapers. The
plan/DEIS was made available through several outlets, including the NPS’s Planning,
Environment, and Public Comment (PEPC) website at http://parkplanning.nps.gov/, and available
on CD or hardcopy by contacting the park Superintendent. After reviewing the plan/DEIS, the
public was encouraged to submit comments regarding the plan/DEIS through the NPS’s PEPC
website, emailing the park directly, faxing the park, or by postal mail sent directly to the park.

Following the public comment period for the plan/DEIS, the park identified a park preferred
alternative and an environmentally preferable alternative. A 30-day public comment period was
open between August 10, 2009 and September 9, 2009 in order to accept comments regarding the
park preferred and environmentally preferable alternatives. This public comment period was
announced through the park’s website (www.nps.gov/thro), through mailings sent to interested
parties, elected officials, and appropriate local and state agencies, through press releases and
newspapers, as well as a newsletter that was issued by the park. After reviewing the park
preferred and the environmentally preferable alternatives, the public was encouraged to submit
comments regarding the two alternatives through the NPS’s PEPC website, emailing the park
directly, faxing the park, or by postal mail sent directly to the park.

PLAN/DEIS PuBLIiCc COMMENT MEETINGS

The Draft EIk Management Plan/Environmental Impact Statement was available for public
review and comment between December 17, 2008 and March 19, 2009. In addition, 6 public
meetings were held to present the plan and solicit input in February 2009. Public meetings were
held to present the plan/DEIS, provide an opportunity to ask questions, and facilitate public
involvement and community feedback on the plan/DEIS for elk management at Theodore
Roosevelt National Park.

All six of the public meetings were held during the public comment period for the plan/DEIS, as
follows:

e February 23, 2009 from 5:00 pm to 8:30 pm at the Grand Dakota Lodge & Convention
Center in Dickinson, North Dakota.

e February 24, 2009 from 5:00 pm to 8:30 pm at the Holiday Inn in Fargo, North Dakota.

e February 25, 2009 at the Canad Inn from 5:00 pm to 8:30 pm in Grand Forks, North
Dakota.



e February 26, 2009 from 5:00 pm to 8:30 pm at the International Inn in Minot, North
Dakota.

e February 27, 2009 from 5:00 pm to 8:30 pm at the Best Western Seven Seas Inn &
Convention Center in Mandan/Bismarck, North Dakota.

o February 28, 2009 from 2:30 pm to 5:00 pm at the Medora Community Center in
Medora, North Dakota.

These public meetings were held to continue the public involvement process and to obtain
community feedback on the plan/DEIS for elk management at Theodore Roosevelt National Park.
Release and availability of the draft plan, as well as public meetings, were advertised as described
above.

A total of 304 meeting attendees signed in during the six meetings. The meetings began with a
brief open house format where attendees had the opportunity to ask questions and observe
informational displays illustrating the study area, the purpose, need, and objectives of the plan,
and summaries of the six proposed alternatives, as well as information of chronic wasting disease
(CWD), the history of elk management at the park, and the project timeline. The open house
format was followed by a formal presentation by park staff, explaining the specifics of the plan
and the proposed alternatives. The presentation was followed by another open house format that
allowed the attendees to submit comments, and discuss issues with the project team in small
groups. Comments made to park staff during either of the open house formats were recorded on
flip charts. If the commenter did not want to make comments at the meetings, comment sheets
were available at the sign-in table. Attendees could fill out the forms and submit them at the
meeting or mail them to the park at any time during the public comment period. Those attending
the meeting were also given a public meeting informational handout, which provided additional
information about the NEPA process, commonly asked questions regarding the project, and
additional opportunities for comment on the project, including directing comments to the NPS’s
Planning, Environment, and Public Comment (PEPC) website at http://parkplanning.nps.gov.
Public comments received are detailed in the following sections of this report. Each comment
recorded on flip charts at the meetings was counted as a separate comment.

No public meetings were held during the comment period for the park preferred and
environmentally preferable alternatives.

METHODOLOGY
Plan/DEIS Public Comment Period

During the comment period for the plan/DEIS, 390 pieces of correspondence were received.
Correspondences were received by one of the following methods: email, hard copy letter via mail,
comment sheet submitted at the public meetings, recorded on flipcharts during the public
meetings, or entered directly into the Internet-based PEPC system. Letters received by email or
through the postal mail, as well as the comments received from the public meetings, were entered
into the PEPC system for analysis. Each of these letters or submissions is referred to as a
correspondence.

Once all the correspondences were entered into PEPC, each was read, and specific comments
within each correspondence were identified. A total of 911 comments were derived from the
correspondences received.

In order to categorize and address comments, each comment was given a code to identify the
general content of a comment and to group similar comments together. A total of 89 codes were



used to categorize all of the comments received on the plan/DEIS. An example of a code
developed for this project is AL13010 Alternatives: Support Alternative C - Roundup and
Euthanasia. In some cases, the same comment may be categorized under more than one code,
reflecting the fact that the comment may contain more than one issue or idea.

During coding, comments were also classified as substantive or non-substantive. A substantive
comment is defined in the NPS Director’s Order #12 (DO-12) Handbook as one that does one or
more of the following (DO-12, Section 4.6A):

Question, with a reasonable basis, the accuracy of information presented in the EIS;
Question, with reasonable basis, the adequacy of the environmental analysis;
Present reasonable alternatives other than those presented in the EIS; and/or

Cause changes or revisions in the proposal.

As further stated in DO-12, substantive comments “raise, debate, or question a point of fact or
policy. Comments in favor of or against the proposed action or alternatives, or comments that
only agree or disagree with NPS policy, are not considered substantive.” While all comments
were read and considered and will be used to help create the Final Plan/EIS, only those
determined to be substantive are typically analyzed for creation of concern statements for
response from the NPS, described below.

Under each code, all substantive comments were grouped by similar themes, and those groups
were summarized with a concern statement. For example under the code AL10030 Alternatives:
Alternative B - Direct Reduction with Firearms, one concern statement identified was,
“Commenters stated that using “authorized agents” or “skilled volunteers” in alternative B would
qualify as a recreational opportunity for those agents, which would be in violation of the laws that
guide NPS management and the use of volunteers. They further state that the use of volunteers to
lethally remove the elk is imprudent based on the fact that this same issue is being contested at
Rocky Mountain National Park.” This one concern statement captured many comments.
Following each concern statement are one or more “representative quotes” which are comments
taken from the correspondence to illustrate the issue, concern, or idea expressed by the comments
grouped under that concern statement.

Approximately 31.56% of the comments received related to 1 of the 93 codes — AL2015:
Alternatives: Alternatives Eliminated - Public Hunting within the Park (Non-Substantive).
Comments coded under AL2025: Initial Reduction and Maintenance by Certified Volunteer
Sharpshooters (NDGF Alternative) (Non-Substantive) were the second most common comment,
representing 5.95% of the total comments made. Of the 390 correspondences, 258 (66%) came
from commenters in the state of North Dakota, while the remaining correspondences came from
34 other states. The majority of comments (93.59%) came from unaffiliated individuals, with
7.02% of the comments coming from conservation/preservation organizations.

Park Preferred/Environmentally Preferable Alternatives Public Comment Period

Based on comments received from the public during the plan/DEIS public comment period, the
park identified a park preferred alternative and an environmentally preferable alternative. The
public was given an opportunity to submit comments regarding these two alternatives between
August 10, 2009 and September 9, 2009. During the comment period for the park preferred and
environmentally preferable alternatives, 11,986 pieces of correspondence were received.
Correspondences were received by one of the following methods: email, hard copy letter via mail,
or entered directly into the Internet-based PEPC system. Letters received by email or through the
postal mail were entered into the PEPC system for analysis. Each of these letters or submissions
is referred to as a correspondence.



Once all the correspondences were entered into PEPC, each was read, and specific comments
within each correspondence were identified. A total of 46,435 comments were derived from the
correspondences received.

In order to categorize and address comments, each comment was given a code to identify the
general content of a comment and to group similar comments together. A total of 62 codes were
used to categorize all of the comments received on the plan/DEIS. An example of a code
developed for this project is AL3005 Alternatives: Park Preferable Alternative - Combination of
Alts. B, C, and D. In some cases, the same comment may be categorized under more than one
code, reflecting the fact that the comment may contain more than one issue or idea. For this phase
of the project, comments were also classified as substantive or non-substantive. While all
comments were read and considered and will be used to help create the Final Plan/EIS, only those
determined to be substantive are typically analyzed for creation of concern statements for
response from the NPS, described below.

Under each code, all substantive comments were grouped by similar themes, and those groups
were summarized with a concern statement. For example under the code AL3005 Alternatives:
Park Preferable Alternative - Combination of Alts. B, C, and D, one concern statement identified
was, “Several commenters had questions regarding the specific requirements for the supervised
volunteers including proficiency requirements, use of personal weapons, background checks, and
expenses.” This one concern statement captured many comments. Following each concern
statement are one or more “representative quotes” which are comments taken from the
correspondence to illustrate the issue, concern, or idea expressed by the comments grouped under
that concern statement.

Approximately 98.46% of the comments received related to 4 of the 68 codes — AL2015:
Alternatives: Alternatives Eliminated - Public Hunting within the Park (Non-Substantive),
AL3005: Alternatives: Park Preferable Alternative - Combination of Alts. B, C, and D, AL3010:
Alternatives: Support the Park Preferable Alternative, and CC1000: Consultation and
Coordination: General Comments. Of the 11,986 correspondences, 11,158 (93.09%) came from
commenters in the state of Pennsylvania. The majority of comments (99.89%) came from
unaffiliated individuals, with 0.07% of the comments coming from conservation/preservation
organizations.

GUIDE TO THIS DOCUMENT
This report is organized as follows:
Attachment 1: Plan/DEIS Public Comment Analysis

Content Analysis Report: This is the basic report produced from PEPC that provides
information on the numbers and types of comments received, organized by code and by various
demographics. The first section is a summary of the number of comments that fall under each
code or topic, and what percentage of comments fall under each code. Note that those coded
“XX1000 - Duplicate Comment” represent comments that were entered into the system twice and
are not additional comments on the document.

Data are then presented on the correspondence by type (i.e., amount of faxes, emails, letters, etc.);
and amount received by organization type (i.e., organizations, governments, individuals, etc.),
and amount received by state.

Concern Response Report: This report summarizes the substantive comments received during
the DEIS public review comment process. These comments are organized by codes and further
organized into concern statements. Representative quotes are then provided for each concern




statement. An agency response is provided for each concern statement. Following the comment
responses, reproductions of comments received by government agencies, businesses and
organizations on the DEIS are included.

Attachment 2: Park Preferred/Environmentally Preferable Public Comment Analysis

Content Analysis Report: This is the basic report produced from PEPC that provides
information on the numbers and types of comments received, organized by code and by various
demographics. The first section is a summary of the number of comments that fall under each
code or topic, and what percentage of comments fall under each code. Note that those coded
“XX1000 - Duplicate Comment” represent comments that were entered into the system twice and
are not additional comments on the document.

Data are then presented on the correspondence by type (i.e., amount of faxes, emails, letters, etc.);
and amount received by organization type (i.e., organizations, governments, individuals, etc.),
and amount received by state.

Concern Response Report: This report summarizes the substantive comments received during
the park preferred and environmentally preferable public review comment process. These
comments are organized by codes and further organized into concern statements. Representative
quotes are then provided for each concern statement. An agency response is provided for each
concern statement. Following the comment responses, reproductions of comments received by
government agencies, businesses and organizations on the preferred and environmentally
preferable alternatives are included.







ATTACHMENT 1: PLAN/DEIS PUBLIC COMMENT ANALYSIS
CONTENT ANALYSIS REPORT

Document Title: Draft EIk Management Plan/Environmental Impact Statement

Comment Distribution by Code

(Note: Each comment may have multiple codes. As a result, the total number of comments may
be different than the actual comment totals)

# of % of
Code Description Comments | Comments
AE12000 Affected Environment: Wildlife And Wildlife Habitat 1 0.11%
AE12050 Affected Environment: Wildlife and Wildlife Habitat (Non- 1 0.11%
Substantive)
AE21000 Affected Environment: Socioeconomics 5 0.53%
AE21050 Affected Environment: Socioeconomics (Non-Substantive) 1 0.11%
AE22050 Affected Environment: Visitor Use (Non-Substantive) 3 0.32%
AE25000 Affected Environment: Elk Population 3 0.32%
AE25500 Affected Environment: Elk Population (Non-Substantive) 4 0.43%
AE26000 Affected Environment: Park Operations 1 0.11%
AE26500 Affected Environment: Park Operations (Non-Substantive) 1 0.11%
AE9000 Affected Environment: Vegetation 1 0.11%
AL1000 Alternatives: Elements Common To All Alternatives 4 0.43%
AL10000 Alternatives: Alternative A - No Action 2 0.21%
AL10010 Alternatives: Support Alternative A - No Action 4 0.43%
AL10020 Alternatives: Oppose Alternative A - No Action 15 1.59%
AL10024 Alternatives: Alternative A - Cost and Funding (Non-Substantive) | 1 0.11%
AL10030 Alternatives: Alternative B - Direct Reduction with Firearms 29 3.08%
AL10035 Alternatives: Alternative B - Direct Reduction with Firearms (Non- | 2 0.21%
Substantive)
AL11000 Alternatives: Support Alternative B - Direct Reduction with 45 4.78%
Firearms
AL11010 Alternatives: Oppose Alternative B - Direct Reduction with 35 3.72%
Firearms
AL12000 Alternatives: Alternative B - Cost and Funding 5 0.53%




# of % of
Code Description Comments | Comments
AL12010 Alternatives: Alternative B - Cost and Funding (Non-Substantive) | 12 1.28%
AL13000 Alternatives: Alternative C - Roundup and Euthanasia 4 0.43%
AL13010 Alternatives: Support Alternative C - Roundup and Euthanasia 29 3.08%
AL13015 Alternatives: Oppose Alternative C - Roundup and Euthanasia 8 0.85%
AL13020 Alternatives: Alternative C - Cost and Funding 1 0.11%
AL13030 Alternatives: Alternative C - Cost and Funding (Non-Substantive) | 4 0.43%
AL13040 Alternatives: Alternative D - Testing and Translocation 5 0.53%
AL13045 Alternatives: Alternative D - Testing and Translocation (Non- 1 0.11%
Substantive)
AL13050 Alternatives: Support Alternative D - Testing and Translocation 34 3.61%
AL14000 Alternatives: Oppose Alternative D - Testing and Translocation 13 1.38%
AL14010 Alternatives: Alternative D - Cost and Funding 1 0.11%
AL14020 Alternatives: Alternative D - Cost and Funding (Non-Substantive) | 2 0.21%
AL1500 Alternatives: Elements Common To All Alternatives (Non- 9 0.96%
Substantive)
AL15000 Alternatives: Alternative E - Increased Hunting Opportunities 20 2.13%
Outside the Park
AL15005 Alternatives: Alternative E - Increased Hunting Opportunities 2 0.21%
Outside the Park (Non-Substantive)
AL15010 Alternatives: Support Alternative E - Increased Hunting 52 5.53%
Opportunities Outside the Park
AL15015 Alternatives: Oppose Alternative E - Increased Hunting 33 3.51%
Opportunities Outside the Park
AL16010 Alternatives: Alternative E - Cost and Funding 4 0.43%
AL16020 Alternatives: Alternative E - Cost and Funding (Non-Substantive) | 10 1.06%
AL16030 Alternatives: Alternative F - Maintenance Only Fertility Control 1 0.11%
AL17000 Alternatives: Support Alternative F - Maintenance Only Fertility 6 0.64%
Control
AL17010 Alternatives: Oppose Alternative F - Maintenance Only Fertility 9 0.96%
Control
AL17017 Alternatives: Alternative F - Cost and Funding (Non-Substantive) | 1 0.11%
AL17020 Alternatives: Cost and Funding (General) 1 0.11%
AL17030 Alternatives: Cost and Funding (General) (Non-Substantive) 7 0.74%
AL19030 Alternatives: Adaptive Management 1 0.11%
AL19040 Alternatives: Adaptive Management (Non-Substantive) 6 0.64%
AL20000 Alternatives: Support Changing NPS/Park Policy 39 4.14%
AL20010 Alternatives: Oppose Changing NPS Park Policy 6 0.64%
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# of % of
Code Description Comments | Comments
AL2015 Alternatives: Alternatives Eliminated - Public Hunting within the 297 31.56%
Park (Non-Substantive)
AL2020 Alternatives: Alternatives Eliminated - Initial Reduction and 3 0.32%
Maintenance by Certified Volunteer Sharpshooters (NDGF
Alternative)
AL2025 Alternatives: Alternatives Eliminated - Initial Reduction and 56 5.95%
Maintenance by Certified Volunteer Sharpshooters (NDGF
Alternative) (Non-Substantive)
AL2035 Alternatives: Alternatives Eliminated - Removal of All Elk in the 3 0.32%
Park (Non-Substantive)
AL2050 Alternatives: Alternatives Eliminated - Move Elk to the North Unit | 2 0.21%
AL2065 Alternatives: Alternatives Eliminated - Reintroduction of Natural 11 1.17%
Elk Predators (Non-Substantive)
AL2085 Alternatives: Alternatives Eliminated - Removal of Feral Horses 2 0.21%
(Non-Substantive)
AL3000 Alternatives: Envir. Preferred Alt./NEPA § .101&102 3 0.32%
AL4000 Alternatives: New Alternatives Or Elements 28 2.98%
AL4500 Alternatives: New Alternatives Or Elements (Non-Substantive) 15 1.59%
AL5000 Alternatives: Support Elk Management in Park 17 1.81%
AL5030 Alternatives: Non-Lethal Methods (General) (Non-Substantive) 2 0.21%
AL5040 Alternatives: Lethal Methods (General) 2 0.21%
AL5050 Alternatives: Lethal Methods (General) (Non-Substantive) 9 0.96%
AL5070 Alternatives: Timing of Actions (Non-Substantive) 2 0.21%
AL5080 Alternatives: Carcass Management 2 0.21%
AL5090 Alternatives: Carcass Management (Non-Substantive) 4 0.43%
AL6000 Alternatives: Research and Monitoring 1 0.11%
AL6010 Alternatives: Research and Monitoring (Non-Substantive) 1 0.11%
AL6040 Alternatives: Oppose all Proposed Alternatives 10 1.06%
CC1000 Consultation and Coordination: General Comments 5 0.53%
CC1500 Consultation and Coordination: General Comments (Non- 14 1.49%
Substantive)
CR4000 Cultural Resources: Impact Of Proposal And Alternatives 1 0.11%
EL11000 Elk Population: Desired Conditions 2 0.21%
EL2000 Elk Population: Methodology and Assumptions 1 0.11%
EL4000 Elk Population: Impact of Proposal and Alternatives 2 0.21%
LU5500 Land Use: Impact Of Proposal And Alternatives (Non- 1 0.11%
Substantive)
MT1000 Miscellaneous Topics: General Comments 39 4.14%
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# of % of
Code Description Comments | Comments
ON1000 Other NEPA Issues: General Comments 6 0.64%
ON2000 Other NEPA Issues: General Comments (Non-Substantive) 6 0.64%
PN4000 Purpose And Need: Park Legislation/Authority 2 0.21%
PN4500 Purpose And Need: Park Legislation/Authority (Non-Substantive) | 1 0.11%
PN8000 Purpose And Need: Objectives In Taking Action 1 0.11%
PN8500 Purpose And Need: Objectives In Taking Action (Non- 3 0.32%
Substantive)
SE4000 Socioeconomics: Impact Of Proposal And Alternatives 6 0.64%
SE4010 Socioeconomics: Impacts of Proposal and Alternatives 8 0.85%
VE4000 Visitor Experience: Impact Of Proposal And Alternatives 2 0.21%
VE7000 Visitor Experience: Ethics of Hunting in National Parks 3 0.32%
VR11000 Vegetation and Riparian Areas: Desired Conditions 2 0.21%
VR4500 Vegetation And Riparian Areas: Impact Of Proposal And 1 0.11%
Alternatives (Non-Substantive)

VS4000 Visitor Conflicts And Safety: Impact Of Proposal And Alternatives | 1 0.11%
WH14000 | Wildlife and Wildlife Habitat: General EIk Management 1 0.11%
WH4000 Wildlife And Wildlife Habitat: Impact Of Proposal And Alternatives | 1 0.11%
XX1000 Duplicate Comment/Correspondence 10 1.06%
Total 941

Distribution by Correspondence Type

Type # of Correspondences % of Correspondences
Web Form 294 75.38%

Other 7 1.79%

Park Form 15 3.85%

Fax 2 0.51%

Letter 57 14.62%

E-mail 15 3.85%

Total 390 100.00%
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Correspondence Signature Count by Organization Type

Organization Type # of Correspondences | % of Comments
Business 2 0.51%
Federal Government 1 0.26%
University/Professional Society 2 0.51%
Conservation/Preservation 11 2.82%
State Government 2 0.51%
Non-Governmental 1 0.26%
Tribal Government 1 0.26%
Unaffiliated Individual 365 93.59%
Civic Groups 5 1.28%
Total 390 100.00%

Correspondence Distribution by State

State Percentage # of Correspondences
OK 1% 2
N/A 1% 3
MN 1% 5
SD 2% 7
WV 1% 3
ND 66% 259
CA 1% 3
Wi 3% 10
MA 0% 1
VA 1% 2
OH 1% 4
MD 0% 1
TN 0% 1
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State Percentage # of Correspondences

IL 1% 4
uT 1% 2
GA 0% 1
MI 0% 1
CO 4% 14
IA 1% 3
MT 2% 9
NY 1% 3
DC 1% 2
sC 0% 1
TX 2% 9
FL 1% 4
NV 1% 2
IN 1% 3
WA 1% 2
MO 2% 6
VT 1% 2
ID 1% 3
OR 1% 5
AZ 1% 4
PA 1% 2
NC 0% 1
Total 100% 390
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CONCERN RESPONSE REPORT

Theodore Roosevelt National Park

Draft EIk Management Plan/Environmental Impact Statement

Concern Response Report

AE12000 - Affected Environment: Wildlife And Wildlife Habitat

Concern ID:

CONCERN
STATEMENT:

Representative Quote(s):

Response:

22350

One commenter suggested that the Plan/EIS should include information on the
number of bison, horse, white-tailed deer, and prairie dogs living in the park, as
well as forage information on these same species.

Corr. ID: 337 Organization: Not Specified
Comment ID: 95034 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual

Representative Quote: Page 17. In description of the South Unit, please provide
an estimate of the bison, horse, and white-tailed and mule deer numbers, and
possibly the prairie dog population (perhaps in acres, rather than in animals).
Somewhere in the EIS, describe an estimate of the potential competition of forage
these species may have within the South Unit of TRNP.

Population estimates for bison and feral horses are discussed in Chapter 3 of the
EIS. The NPS does not conduct population estimates for deer (white-tailed or mule
deer), but data on black-tailed prairie dogs have been added to the discussion of
mammals in the Affected Environment chapter of the final EIS. Diet of ungulates in
the park is discussed in Chapter 3 of the EIS, and additional forage information for
prairie dogs has been added into the discussion of mammals in the final EIS. Also,
the analysis of potential competition for forage in the Other Wildlife and Wildlife
Habitat section of the Environmental Consequences chapter has been expanded in
the final EIS.

AE?21000 - Affected Environment: Socioeconomics

Concern ID:

CONCERN
STATEMENT:

Representative Quote(s):

22351

Commenters stated that the Plan/EIS should address the adverse socioeconomic
impact that has allegedly already been incurred by adjacent landowners and
ranchers, specifically the elks' added pressure on the foraging resources in National
Grasslands, and the current level of depredation on private property caused by elk.

Corr. ID: 384 Organization: Vogel Law Firm
Comment ID: 95609 Organization Type: Business

15



Representative Quote: Another foreseeable economic impact to area ranchers is
an expected reduction of cattle allowed to run on the National Grasslands.
Overgrazing caused by the burgeoning elk population could likely result in the
Forest Service reducing the allowable private cattle numbers allowed to graze on
the Grasslands. There is only so much grass available to support the variety of
animal units in the

Grasslands. As elk numbers exponentially increase, there may be a correlating
decrease in grazing permits issued to local ranchers. The elk’'s added pressure on the
foraging resources in the National Grasslands will force local ranchers to
supplement cattle feeding and even seek out replacement pasture. This is a
reasonably foreseeable result of insufficient management by the NPS, and in fact, it
has happened near other National Parks with unmanaged elk populations. The
anticipated impact on the National Grasslands and on the ranchers who run cattle
on the Grasslands should be further studied and disclosed in the Final EIS.

Corr. ID: 384 Organization: VVogel Law Firm
Comment ID: 95596 Organization Type: Business

Representative Quote: NPS may claim that it is only charged with managing elk
within the TRNP, so it does not need to identify the population outside of the
TRNP, nor discuss the level of depredation outside the TRNP. Yet, since one of the
alternatives considered to reduce the TRNP elk population is simply to chase the
elk herd outside the TRNP boundaries and let private landowners deal with the
resulting problems, NPS must fully disclose the current population and level of
depredation outside the TRNP to adequate inform the public and take a hard look at
the impacts of the alternatives on the human environment. In the interests of full
disclosure, the final EIS must include the annual census numbers for each of the
past 9 years.

Corr. ID: 384 Organization: Vogel Law Firm
Comment ID: 95606 Organization Type: Business

Representative Quote: The EIS must inform the public of the potential to
significantly impact the human environment, yet the NPS fails to provide any
information on the current level of depredation and damage that the elk occasion on
private landowners, and also fails to forecast the additional level of depredation and
damages that is reasonably foreseeable if NPS chases an additional 1358 elk onto
private land. As such, the EIS is insufficient.

Corr. ID: 384 Organization: Vogel Law Firm
Comment ID: 95608 Organization Type: Business

Representative Quote: While the County undisputedly achieves financial benefits
from tourism (about 6% of the economic base of the county), the backbone of the
economy and the social structure of Billings County is undoubtedly its local
farmers and ranchers. An economic study conducted in 1996 reports that agriculture
provided for over 33% of the employment within the County. (See attached"
Economic Profile of Billings County,™ by Bangsund & Leistritz, 1996.) Agriculture
provides 35% of the economic base of the County. The largest land use in Billings
County is agricultural, with 76% of the land used for livestock grazing and 18% of
land for crop production. Elk-related adverse impacts on local agriculture have a
direct adverse impact on Billings County, both economically and socially. As local
farmers and ranchers suffer, so does the County. The need for and costs of erecting
and maintaining fences to protect feed stocks and crops surrounding the TRNP has
increased dramatically. Feed stocks and crops entice elk to jump fences. When elk
jump fences, they typically drag their feet, breaking the top few wires of a wire
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Response:

Concern ID:

CONCERN
STATEMENT:

Representative Quote(s):

Response:

fence, causing constant need for farmers and ranchers to continually maintain
fences. As the overpopulated elk herd descends on grasslands, feed stocks and hay
storage areas, ranchers are forced to expend significant resources to replace the lost
feed for their own animals. Our area ranchers should not be spending their hard-
earned money feeding elk that the NPS has failed to manage.

The EIS discloses potential impacts to adjacent grazing operations, and
acknowledges the potential for a reduction in USFS grazing permits. A quantitative
analysis of this issue is precluded because data are not available to correlate the
effect of elk grazing to a specific reduction in the number of animal unit months
that would be available for grazing. Elk outside the park are not within the
jurisdiction of the NPS. However, data have been requested from the state of North
Dakota regarding elk population levels, as well as the level of depredation, outside
the park. The EIS provides elk population survey estimates within the park from
1985 to 1992, when the population was small enough to conduct an annual census.
Information on the size of the elk population from 1993 to 2008 is provided in
Chapter 1 of the EIS, but annual survey data are not available. Chapter 1 of the EIS
explains when data were collected, including when aerial surveys were conducted
for population estimates. This information has been updated with data from 20009,
and better summarized for the final EIS in tabular format.

22352

One commenter suggested that additional information should be provided in the
Plan/EIS regarding a North Dakota Game and Fish Department Big Game Fund,
and whether any money from this fund has been paid to private landowners as
reimbursement for property damage caused by elk.

Corr. ID: 384 Organization: Vogel Law Firm
Comment ID: 95602 Organization Type: Business

Representative Quote: In the EIS, the NPS suggests that the NDGF maintains a
Big Game Fund to reimburse private landowners for damages caused by wildlife,
but no mention is made regarding whether that fund has provided payments to
Billings County ranchers and farmers for damage done by the NPS's elk. Billings
County is not aware of any payments made by the NDGF to private landowners for
fences, crops and feed stocks damaged by elk. Rather than simply make a blanket
statement that there is a fund available and administered by NDGF in some amount,
the Final EIS should bullet out precisely how much has been and will be paid to
private landowners in the case of depredation of elk over the past 10 years, which
will give more information to private landowners regarding what they can expect
under the various alternatives.

This is particularly important since the NDGF advises Billings County that they
have no authority to provide monies from any such fund to pay farmers for
damages occasioned by elk. Accordingly, it is curious what the EIS is referring to
with regard to the existing compensation available to landowners. The NDGF
confirmed that it does not provide staff or materials to assist farmers and ranchers
with the myriad of fences broken by elk.

Discussion of the Big Game Fund on Page 9 of the DEIS was based on information
from the State, found at http://www.gf.nd.gov/maps/pli-program.html. The
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language has been updated in the FEIS on page 10 so that it is verbatim, it is cited,
and it acknowledges “Payments will not be made for damage caused by wildlife.”

AE25000 - Affected Environment: Elk Population

Concern ID:

CONCERN
STATEMENT:

Representative Quote(s):

Response:

22353

Commenters stated that the Plan/EIS does not sufficiently provide information
regarding the current elk population level within the park boundaries, and further
suggested that the Final Plan/EIS should include annual elk census data within the
park since the year 2000, as well as population estimates for elk living outside the
park's boundaries.

Corr. ID: 384 Organization: Vogel Law Firm
Comment ID: 95595 Organization Type: Business

Representative Quote: Further, the EIS does not identify whether the 900 elk
population number counts only elk found within the TRNP boundaries, or whether
it includes the vast population of elk that reside on private and public lands outside
the TRNP. Billings County assumes that the stated elk population reflects the
number of elk located within TRNP boundaries on the date of a census. Again,
more information should be included in the Final EIS to accurately portray the elk
numbers both inside and outside the TRNP.

Corr. ID: 384 Organization: Vogel Law Firm
Comment ID: 95593 Organization Type: Business

Representative Quote: Billings County questions the accuracy of the elk
population number, estimated at 900 elk. The EIS timeline only reports the elk
census through 2000, otherwise discussing a ‘current' elk population of
approximately 900 elk, without any reference of whether that number was observed
in the park in 2005, 2007 or whether ‘current’ means 2009. Within the next few
months, the elk numbers will likely jump by another 60% or more to account for
spring calving. The Final EIS must disclose the historic annual elk census since
2000 and give the most current elk numbers as of the date of the Final EIS.

Elk outside the park are not within the jurisdiction of the NPS. However, data have
been requested from the state of North Dakota regarding elk population levels
outside the park. The EIS provides elk population survey estimates within the park
from 1985 to 1992 in Chapter 1, when the population was small enough to conduct
an annual census. Information on the size of the elk population from 1993 to 2008
is provided, but annual survey data are not available. Chapter 1 of the EIS explains
when data were collected, including when aerial surveys were conducted for
population estimates. This information has been updated with data from 2009, and
better summarized in tabular format for the final EIS.
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AE26000 - Affected Environment: Park Operations

Concern ID:

CONCERN
STATEMENT:

Representative Quote(s):

Response:

22354

One commenter claimed that the park purposely fails to maintain its boundary
fences in an effort to encourage the elk to exit the park.

Corr. ID: 384 Organization: Vogel Law Firm
Comment ID: 95623 Organization Type: Business

Representative Quote: The NPS knowingly fails to maintain TRNP fences in an
effort to encourage the elk to seek forage outside the TRNP boundaries.

The park diligently maintains the fence and makes repairs seasonally as operations
and budget allow. As described in the EIS, the fence is meant to keep bison inside
the park, and does not generally inhibit the movement of elk. Fence repairs due to
erosion, normal deterioration, and intentional cutting (vandalism) are performed on
a routine basis and under larger projects. For example, a major three year fence
rehabilitation project was completed in 2009 that corrected all significant fence
deficiencies at the time.

AE9000 - Affected Environment: Vegetation

Concern ID:

CONCERN
STATEMENT:

Representative Quote(s):

Response:

22355

One commenter questioned the low level of regeneration of aspen trees found
within the park, and asked if there are any vegetation enclosures that may be
contributing to the lack of regeneration within the park.

Corr. ID: 332 Organization: Not Specified
Comment ID: 95798 Organization Type: University/Professional Society

Representative Quote: My experience has been that the number one reason aspen
throughout the West fails to regenerated is ungulate herbivory----wild and/or
domestic. Thus, with the low level of grazing/browsing that you say you have to
TRNP, | find it very interesting that aspen is not regenerating. Are there any
enclosures in TRNP???, especially in shrub or aspen communities??

Aspen are present in the park, but as an infrequent and minor component of the
vegetative landscape. Because aspen are so uncommon, little information regarding
aspen regeneration has been collected. THRO park biologists rarely employ
vegetation enclosures and none have been utilized in aspen habitat. The NPS is not
aware of any data indicating adverse impacts from enclosures in badland habitats
on aspen regeneration. With respect to linkages between aspen and elk, one
comprehensive study on park ungulate diets revealed the lack of aspen in elk diets
and for mule deer, aspen were only occasionally browsed.
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AL1000 - Alternatives: Elements Common To All Alternatives

Concern ID:
CONCERN
STATEMENT:

Representative Quote(s):

Response:

Concern ID:

CONCERN
STATEMENT:

Representative Quote(s):

Response:

Concern ID:

22356

One commenter stated that any cost comparisons will ultimately deal with incremental
costs of the research, monitoring, and CWD testing components of all the alternatives,
for the 15-year management plan.

Corr. ID: 337 Organization: Not Specified
Comment ID: 95042  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual

Representative Quote: Page 51. Elements common to all. All alternatives require
research, monitoring, and some measure of CWD monitoring, costing $879,000 or
more for the 15 years management plan. Any cost comparisons really only deal with
incremental costs over these components of all the alternatives. Even the North
Dakota Game and Fish Department alternative, page 95, has at least those costs, so in
reality it is not free.

The EIS acknowledges this in the cost estimates for each alternative in chapter 2. As
described in the comment, these costs would be incurred regardless of the alternative,
including the alternative proposed by the North Dakota Game and Fish Department.

22357

One commenter suggested that a discussion of the pretreatment sex ratios, as well as
the proposed ratios associated with the planned reduction goals, should be included in
the Final Plan/EIS.

Corr. ID: 370 Organization: The Wildlife Society - North Dakota Chapter
Comment ID: 95107  Organization Type: Conservation/Preservation

Representative Quote: A discussion of the pretreatment ratios and the logic and
proposals for ratios in the planned reduction goals (100-400) should be included in the
FEIS.

Sex ratios are difficult to estimate because female elk tend to occur in larger groups
than males and are therefore more easily observable. Consequently, the Science
Team used a population reconstruction (Sargeant and Oehler 2007) to estimate the
pre-treatment sex ratio of ~45 antlered males per female >1 year-of-age. Any large-
scale population reduction achieved by removing a disproportionate number of
females will temporarily increase the sex ratio (See Science Team Recommendations,
Attachment 1) to a degree that will depend on the proportion of elk removed and the
response of remaining males (increased emigration may occur); however, sex ratios
are likely to decline subsequently because mortality and emigration rates of males
typically are greater than those of females. Ultimately, sex ratios are likely to be
similar to those for unhunted or lightly hunted populations (Sargeant and Oehler
2007).

22358
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CONCERN
STATEMENT:

Representative Quote(s):

Response:

AL10000 - Alternatives:

Concern ID:

CONCERN
STATEMENT:

Representative Quote(s):

One commenter questioned the decision to comply with the "Humane Management
Actions" as dictated by the American Society of Mammalogists' guidelines, stating
that there is no indication as to why the park chose these set of guidelines in the
Plan/EIS.

Corr. ID: 360 Organization: Safari Club International
Comment ID: 95077  Organization Type: Conservation/Preservation

Representative Quote: SCI and SCIF also question the Plan's reference to "Humane
Management Actions" dictated by the American Society of Mammalogists' guidelines.
The Plan offers no indication as to why the NPS has adopted these specific principles.
To SCI and SCIF's knowledge, the NPS policies do not refer to these guidelines. SCI
and SCIF would caution the drafters of this plan against arbitrary reliance upon
guidelines that have not been vetted for NPS use by the public. At the very least, SCI
and SCIF recommend that the NPS specify, in detail, the elements of the guidelines
upon which the drafters intend to rely.

The guidelines regarding the humane handling of animals established by the
American Society of Mammalogists is an accepted standard adopted by Universities,
federal agencies and state and private contractors. The NPS has determined that
compliance with these guidelines will help to ensure all animals are treated humanely
during any management actions.

Alternaitve A - No Action
22360

Commenters questioned the adequacy of the National Park Service in upholding
obligations to appropriately manage elk living within the park’s boundaries, and to
maintain the deteriorating boundary fences.

Corr. ID: 384 Organization: Vogel Law Firm
Comment ID: 95607 Organization Type: Business

Representative Quote: The NPS has ignored its mandates to appropriately manage
elk, which has a negative impact on local farmers and ranchers. Local landowners
report to Billings County that NPS's form of management can be surmised as
ignoring downed fences in hopes that more elk will leave the TRNP as a manner of
preserving the grass and natural resources within the TRNP. The management
option pursued to date can most aptly be described as an utter lack of management.
This lack of management comes at a great social and economic cost for nearby
landowners. Yet, to date, NPS has not attempted to provide any assistance to these
local landowners.

Corr. ID: 384 Organization: Vogel Law Firm
Comment ID: 95601 Organization Type: Business

Representative Quote: Billings County does not believe the NPS or the ND Game
and Fish are living up to the commitments they made when originally reintroducing
elk into the TRNP. The NPS made the following commitment regarding elk
management: To "periodically reduce the herd when the numbers of elk exceed the
limits of established THRO objectives." Also, to "Attempt, through herd reduction
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Response:

and fence maintenance, to limit the egress of elk from TRHO." (2003 MOD at

IV.) The maximum elk capacity within the TRNP was established at 360 elk, yet
clearly the elk population exceeded that number long ago, without any action taken
by NPS to reduce the herd population per their commitment. The NPS has been
dilatory in improving and maintaining fences, despite repeated demand and notice
from private landowners. In short, NPS has not been a good neighbor.

After being reintroduced into the park in 1985, elk population growth was
effectively and efficiently maintained at conservative levels through periodic
roundups and relocated to other sites within and outside of North Dakota. Due to
concerns over CWD, this proven method of population reduction was no longer
available and the EIS planning process began to find additional tools to manage this
species. Regular maintenance of the 41 miles of park perimeter fence at the south
unit keeps bison and feral horse from leaving the park and cattle from entering the
park. Elk are able to pass through many areas of the fence and do so regularly,
forming the basis for the E3/E4 elk hunting season outside the park. Fence repairs
due to erosion, normal deterioration, and intentional cutting (vandalism) are
performed on a routine basis and under larger projects. For example, a major three
year fence rehabilitation project was completed in 2009 that corrected all
significant fence deficiencies at the time. The NPS has and will continue to
manage the elk population appropriately.

AL10030 - Alternatives: Alternative B - Direct Reduction with Firearms

Concern ID:

CONCERN STATEMENT:

Representative Quote(s):

Response:

22361

One commenter stated that the NPS should not simply rely on the use of repeated
in-park culling activities as a means to achieve ecological carrying capacity,
suggesting that the park is responsible for providing additional habitat for the elk
on land adjacent to the park.

Corr. ID: 324 Organization: National Parks Conservation Association

Comment ID: Organization Type: Conservation/Preservation
95098

Representative Quote: In order to protect other park resources, NPCA supports
the use of in-park culling as a means to bring elk numbers back to within the
carrying capacity of up to 400 elk in the south unit, as described by the science
team in Appendix A. As described in Alternative B, NPS should be the sole
authority managing the cull, and it must be carried out by qualified federal
employees and authorized agents, as described in Alternative B. We note that this
culling activity must be coupled with the above-described commitment to
developing a long-term plan to provide additional habitat for elk on park-adjacent
public and private lands that will eliminate the annual need for a cull within park
boundaries. Failure to commit to such a plan and to exclusively rely on killing elk
as a means to achieve ecological carrying capacity equates to a failure to exhibit
leadership, protect all park resources and to fully comply with all applicable NPS
laws and regulations.

The park does not have jurisdiction to manage elk outside of its boundaries, and it
is highly unlikely that the park will acquire additional lands outside of the current
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Concern ID:

CONCERN STATEMENT:

Representative Quote(s):

boundaries. Such considerations were discussed during internal scoping, but
acquisition of additional lands was not carried forward for analyses due to the
speculative nature of such an approach. The park has a duty to protect its
resources from adverse impacts. Elk reduction inside the park is consistent with
this duty, and is authorized by the National Park Service Organic Act.

22362

Commenters stated that using "authorized agents" or "skilled volunteers™ in
alternative B would qualify as a recreational opportunity for those agents, which
would be in violation of the laws that guide NPS management and the use of
volunteers. They further state that the use of volunteers to lethally remove the elk
is imprudent based on the fact that this same issue is being contested at Rocky
Mountain National Park.

Corr. ID: 376 Organization: The Humane Society of the United States

Comment ID: Organization Type: Conservation/Preservation
94779

Representative Quote: Alternative B is in clear violation of the Organic Act and
the NPS's implementing regulations. Simply put, this Alternative offers local
hunters the recreational opportunity to Kill elk in the Park under the guise of being
"authorized agents" of the Park Service. The Organic Act specifically
contemplates a distinction between those who must destroy natural resources as a
duty of their job to protect park resources on the whole, and those who desire to
destroy park resources for personal enjoyment or satisfaction. Indeed, the NPS
itself acknowledges in the Draft EIS that "[w]hile the Organic Act gives the
Secretary of the Interior the authority to destroy plants or animals for the purposes
of preventing detriment to park resources, it does not give the secretary authority
to permit the destruction of animals for recreational purposes.” Draft EIS at 95. If
the NPS implements Alternative B, the agency will be allowing exactly this.

Corr. ID: 376 Organization: The Humane Society of the United States

Comment ID: Organization Type: Conservation/Preservation
94797

Representative Quote: The Draft EIS provides no reasonable justification
supporting the use of volunteer, private hunters in the lethal reduction of the elk
herd. Indeed, apart from providing local hunters a recreational opportunity in the
Park, there is no reasonable explanation for this action. As discussed more fully
above, this is in direct contravention of the Organic Act and the NPS's own
regulations. This point is affirmed by the Leopold Report, an analysis compiled by
a committee appointed by the Secretary of the Interior in the 1960s to address the
overpopulation of elk in Yellowstone National Park:

We cannot endorse the view that the responsibility for removing excess game
animals be shared with state fish and game departments whose primary interest
would be to capitalize on the recreational value of the public hunting that could
thus be supplied. Such a proposal imputes a multiple use concept of park
management which was never intended, whicll is not legally permitted, nor for
which we can find any compelling justification today.

Leopold, et al., Wildlife Management in the National Parks (1963), available at

http://www.nps.gov/history/history/online_books/leopold/leopold5.htm (last
accessed Mar.
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19,2009).
Corr. ID: 376 Organization: The Humane Society of the United States

Comment ID: Organization Type: Conservation/Preservation
94781

Representative Quote: Notably, the Draft EIS indicates that implementation of
Alternative B "would increase the potential for employee injury and accidents."
Draft EIS at 230. Risks to "qualified federal employees and authorized agents"
include potential exposure to Chronic Wasting Disease ("CWD") and risks
associated with the handling, processing, and transport of elk. Draft EIS at 57. It is
clear that the implementation of Alternative B is a "hazardous [and] dangerous
occupation where the risks of injury are 'foreseeable,” 16 U.S.C. § 18g; S. Rep.
No. 1013 at 2, and involves "carrying modern firearms," Department of Interior
National Park Service Reference Manual No.7: Volunteers in Park Service 14,
Final Draft, available at
ttp://www.nps.gov/archive/volunteer/RM7_final_draft 6 _05.pdf (last accessed
March 17, 2009). This use of volunteers contravenes the VIP Act, its legislative
history, and NPS's rules regarding the use of volunteers.

Corr. ID: 376 Organization: The Humane Society of the United States

Comment ID: Organization Type: Conservation/Preservation
94780

Representative Quote: The VIP Act also states that "[i]n accepting such services
of individuals or volunteers, the Secretary shall not permit the use of volunteers in
a hazardous duty," except when such individuals are skilled in particular hazardous
activities. 16 U.S.C. § 18g. The Senate Report explains that: "[i]t should be clearly
understood that no volunteers are to serve in any hazardous or dangerous
occupation where the risks of injury are foreseeable. This legislation is not
intended to provide any authority to utilize volunteers to operate potentially
dangerous machinery, nor should it be interpreted as authority to utilize volunteers
to do the jobs normally assigned to regular career employees.” S. Rep. No. 1013 at
2.

In keeping with the intent of the VIP Act, the NPS has promulgated rules setting
out a detailed framework governing how parks are to implement the Act and
specifically stating that volunteers are not to perform duties involving firearms.
See Department of Interior National Park Service Reference Manual No.7:
Volunteers in Park Service 14, Final Draft, available at
http://www.nps.gov/archive/volunteer/RM7_final_draft 6 05.pdf (last accessed
March 17, 2009) (stressing that volunteers "must not be assigned duties that would
place them in a life-threatening situation, even as an observer. Some examples of
duties [volunteers] should not perform include ... carrying modern firearms").
Indeed, it is clear that the use of volunteers, in this manner has not previously been
contemplated at TRNP, as the Park must now "develop specific guidelines for
firearms' use." Draft EIS at 57.

Corr. ID: 376 Organization: The Humane Society of the United States

Comment ID: Organization Type: Conservation/Preservation
94796

Representative Quote: Finally, the use of volunteer, private hunters to lethally
reduce the elk herd at TRNP is imprudent in light of the fact that the legality and
propriety of this same action at RMNP is currently being challenged in Federal
Court. See WildEarth Guardians v. NPS, No. 1:08-cv-00608 (D. Colo.).

24



Response:

Concern ID:

CONCERN STATEMENT:

Representative Quote(s):

The use of skilled volunteers to assist the park with elk reduction has been
reviewed by the National Park Service and Department of the Interior and it has
been determined that such use of volunteers does not violate the laws that guide
NPS management or the use of volunteers. Under the preferred alternative, skilled
volunteers would be treated essentially the same as NPS employees. The
volunteers would be used to assist the park with culling the elk herd in order to
protect park resources. Volunteers would be closely supervised and directed to
shoot specific animals, with salvageable meat being donated to approved sources.
The NPS distinguishes differences between hunting, a recreational experience, and
culling, a necessary management action. A discussion of the Secretary of the
Interior’s authority to take wildlife in order to protect park resources is included in
the final EIS in Chapter 1 beginning on page 36.

22364

Commenters questioned the statutes, regulations, and policies that prohibit the use
of volunteers in culling overabundant wildlife within a park unit.

Corr. ID: 341 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
94981

Representative Quote: Based upon research conducted by the Congressional
Research Service, there is no Federal Law that prohibits skilled volunteers from
"hunting" in park units. As we know, it is NPS policy, not Federal law, which
prevents such regulated activity. Senator Dorgan has communicated that
differentiation to me personally.

Corr. ID: 360 Organization: Safari Club International

Comment ID: Organization Type: Conservation/Preservation
95062

Representative Quote: Nothing in the statutes, regulations and policies that
establish the authority of the National Park Service prevent the NPS from utilizing
members of the hunting community to assist an individual park and/or the state
wildlife management authority in managing, culling or reducing an overabundant
wildlife population on park land, much as the NPS has used professional
sharpshooters.

Corr. ID: 360 Organization: Safari Club International

Comment ID: Organization Type: Conservation/Preservation
95063

Representative Quote: The regulations that the Secretary of the Interior has
promulgated for the purpose of administering the National Park System do not
prohibit the Secretary or a Park Superintendent from managing a park's
overabundant wildlife using individuals from the hunting community as a wildlife
management resource. Although there are regulations, such as 36 C.F.R.. § 2.2,
that restrict hunting activities on NPS lands, those rules do not apply here. The
NPS has pertinent regulations that permit the NPS and its agents to conduct
activities necessary to counteract threats to park resources. For example, 36 C.F.R.
§ 1.2 specifically states that

(d) The regulations contained in parts 2 through 5, part 7, and part 13 of this
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Response:

Concern ID:

CONCERN STATEMENT:

Representative Quote(s):

section shall not be construed to prohibit administrative activities conducted by the
National Park

Service, or its agents, in accordance with approved general management and
resources management plans, or in emergency operations involving threats to life,
property or park resources.

Corr. ID: 360 Organization: Safari Club International

Comment ID: Organization Type: Conservation/Preservation
95064

Representative Quote: Similarly, NPS Management Policies do not prevent the
NPS from utilizing qualified volunteers - most often members of the hunting
community -- as agents of the NPS or state wildlife management authority for a
culling (e.g., non-hunting) operation. For example, policy provision 4.4.2.1,
entitled "NPS Actions That Remove Native Plants and Animals" acknowledges the
Service's use of "others to remove plants or animals" but does not restrict the term
"others" to include only paid sharpshooters. The same policy provisions recognizes
the use of "destruction of animals by authorized agents," but does not restrict the
term "authorized agents" exclusively to individuals who are paid for their
sharpshooting skills.

National Park Service regulations prohibit hunting in parks unless specifically
authorized by statute. At Theodore Roosevelt National Park, no such authorization
exists. However, the use of skilled volunteers to assist the park with elk reduction
has been reviewed by the National Park Service and Department of the Interior and
it has been determined that such use of volunteers does not violate the laws that
guide NPS management or the use of volunteers. Under the preferred alternative,
skilled volunteers would be used to assist the park with culling the elk herd in
order to protect park resources. Volunteers would be closely supervised and
directed to shoot specific animals, with salvageable meat being donated to
approved sources. The NPS distinguishes differences between hunting, a
recreational experience, and culling, a necessary management action. A discussion
of the Secretary of the Interior’s authority to take wildlife in order to protect park
resources is included in the final EIS in Chapter 1 beginning on page 36.

22366

One commenter stated that alternative B is indistinguishable from the NDGF
alternative, which was dismissed from further analysis, and that further
explanation on how they are different is needed.

Corr. ID: 376 Organization: The Humane Society of the United States

Comment ID: Organization Type: Conservation/Preservation
94778

Representative Quote: Furthermore, Alternative B is practically indistinguishable
from an alternative eliminated from further consideration by the NPS: "Initial
Reduction and Maintenance by Certified Volunteer Sharpshooters (NDGF
Alternative)." Draft EIS at 95. Under this alternative, eliminated because it "meets
the definition of a managed public hunt," id., elk would be removed by "Certified
Volunteer Sharpshooters," who would be "a North Dakota resident that has had an
approved hunter education course ... and would participate in a specialized training
course designed by the park and NDGF. Once approved, the CVS would be given
a permit to remove an elk from the park.” 1d. at 95-96. Presumably, the only
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Response:

Concern ID:

CONCERN STATEMENT:

Representative Quote(s):

distinction between this rejected alternative and Alternative B is that the hunters
would work in teams and be supervised by NPS personnel under Alternative B. 1d.
at 57.

As described in the EIS at page 116, the NDGF alternative, as proposed, was
determined to essentially be a managed hunt within the park. Volunteers would
have been unsupervised and would have been allowed to shoot and keep one elk.
Under Alternative B, skilled volunteers would be used to assist the park with
culling, but such actions would not be considered hunting due to the fact that
volunteers would be assisting the park with a management action. Volunteers
would be closely supervised and directed by NPS employees, and directed to shoot
specific animals, with salvageable meat being donated to approved sources.

22367

Commenters made suggestions on how to improve alternative B, such as not
limiting lethal removal to only daylight hours, shortening the duration of the initial
reduction to less than five years, including archery as a lethal management tool,
only using professional sharpshooters and not skilled civilian volunteers, and
conducting culling activities outside of the core elk refuge within the park.

Corr. ID: 297 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
95484

Representative Quote: Increase efficiency of ALT B. so it doesn't take as much
time to achieve.

Coordinate ALT B at the same time as hunting outside the park to maximize
efficiency and lower the population more quickly. This would also help lower the
cost.

Corr. ID: 370 Organization: The Wildlife Society - North Dakota Chapter

Comment ID: Organization Type: Conservation/Preservation
95118

Representative Quote: Alternative B, Direct Reduction by Firearms. Remove the
restriction that the management actions can only be conducted during daylight
hours. Based on the experience of the sharpshooters, equipment available, and the
difficulties associated with collecting the animals, all practical techniques should
be on the table.

Corr. ID: 372 Organization: Badlands Conservation Alliance

Comment ID: Organization Type: Conservation/Preservation
94805

Representative Quote: Speaking directly to objective #1, BCA finds alternatives
B and E inappropriate. We have concerns with both these alternatives in that the 5-
year duration period for initial reduction will cause wide-ranging disturbance to all
wildlife, to visitors, and to adjacent landowners. Furthermore, we suggest that
there may be permanent impacts on all wildlife, and therein visitors and adjacent
landowners, that have not been fully considered in the DEIS, forever changing the
ambience and unique human and wildlife sanctuary that is currently TRNP.

Corr. ID: 372 Organization: Badlands Conservation Alliance
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Response:

Concern ID:

CONCERN STATEMENT:

Comment ID: Organization Type: Conservation/Preservation
94817

Representative Quote: It would be our recommendation that only professional
sharpshooters or qualified federal employees be used for this maintenance
reduction. The expense of using skilled citizen volunteers is not merited for this
minor ongoing action.

Corr. ID: 372 Organization: Badlands Conservation Alliance

Comment ID: Organization Type: Conservation/Preservation
94810

Representative Quote: If Alternative B remains on the table, include bow hunting
as an addition that would limit disturbance to both wildlife and visitors.

Corr. ID: 373 Organization: World Wildlife Fund - Northern Great Plains
Program

Comment ID: Organization Type: Conservation/Preservation
95126

Representative Quote: We further ask that if the TRNP selects Alternative B, that
hunting be zoned away from core elk refuge within the Park (closed areas) and
well away from places where visitor conflicts might arise.

Corr. ID: 384 Organization: Vogel Law Firm

Comment ID: Organization Type: Business
95613

Representative Quote: Alternative B, harvesting elk with firearms, would be
acceptable only if the elk numbers were reduced more quickly than contemplated
in the EIS. The County sees no reason to prolong the elk harvest over the course of
five years. By extending the harvest to a multi-year project, it requires more
planning, more personnel, more training, and more costs associated with
mobilization of the effort. Extending the harvest over the course of years will also
require more animals be ultimately eliminated, given the reproduction of elk cows
during the years awaiting harvest.

Because of the secretive nature and wariness of elk at the park, and safety issues
associated with rough badlands terrain, implementing reduction efforts after dark
was not considered to be feasible. Archery was determined to be a much less
efficientmethod for killing large numbers of elk than firearms, and thus for
reducing the population. The park has not identified a core elk refuge inside the
park, and therefore cannot conduct management activities outside of a core refuge.
Based upon the recommendations of the science team, the period of 5 years for
initial reduction has been determined to be fully acceptable to achieve the park’s
goals; however, the preferred alternative does contemplate completing initial
reduction within the first three years, depending on the efficacy of direct reduction
with firearms. The park did consider the use of professional sharpshooters alone,
without volunteers, but has decided under the preferred alternative to make use of
skilled public volunteers and not to pay professional sharpshooters.

22369

One commenter stated that skilled volunteers, in combination with federal
employees, should be utilized in alternative B, stating that there is no need for the
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Representative Quote(s):

Response:

Concern ID:

CONCERN STATEMENT:

Representative Quote(s):

Response:

Concern ID:

CONCERN STATEMENT:

Representative Quote(s):

expenditure of taxpayers' dollars to hire contract shooters when local hunters may
be willing and able.

Corr. ID: 279 Organization: National Rifle Association

Comment ID: Organization Type: Non-Governmental
95235

Representative Quote: First, Alternative B states that the reduction would be
carried out by qualified federal employees and authorized agents that would
include, but not be limited to, other agency and tribal personnel, contractors, or
skilled volunteers. The NRA strongly encourages the Park to use federal
employees in combination with hunters. We do not see any need for the
expenditure of taxpayers' dollars to hire contract shooters when there is likely to be
a pool of skilled volunteers in the hunting community of North Dakota.

The preferred alternative would make use of skilled volunteers and federal
employees to cull the elk herd. Due to National Park Service regulations, hunting
is not allowed in Theodore Roosevelt National Park.

22372

Commenters questioned how volunteer authorized agents would be compensated
for their work.

Corr. ID: 91 Organization: NRA

Comment ID: Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
95196

Representative Quote: | have to ask, is the work strictly volunteer, or is it a paid
status type of employment, by which the hunter is employed by the national park
service with the hunter task with elimination of a certain number of elk on an as
call basis?

Corr. ID: 371 Organization: North Dakota Game and Fish Department

Comment ID: Organization Type: State Government
94887

Representative Quote: There is no explanation of how or if volunteers would be
compensated for their expenses. We suspect it may be similar to the Rocky
Mountain National Park concept which we believe is designed to dissuade interest
in being a volunteer.

Under the preferred alternative, volunteers would not be compensated for assisting
the park with culling the elk herd.

22373

One commenter stated that the pool of potential volunteer authorized agents would
be small if much of the removal activities are to be done during regular work days.

Corr. ID: 371 Organization: North Dakota Game and Fish Department
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Response:

Concern ID:

CONCERN STATEMENT:

Representative Quote(s):

Response:

Comment ID: Organization Type: State Government
94888

Representative Quote: There is no mention of which days of the week the work
would be done. If much of the work is done during regular work days, then the
potential pool of volunteers would be limited.

The NPS agrees with the assertion that there may be fewer volunteers available
during the week. However, the park is managed for visitor enjoyment and is open
all year. Many visitors specifically visit the park during the winter to ensure an
experience free from hunting and shooting. In the period from November —
January, the majority of park visitors come to the park Friday — Sunday.
Therefore, an implementation schedule developed for this alternative defined
Tuesday-Thursday as the best operational period. Implementing this alternative
only on weekends would increase costs, impact the majority of visitors during that
time of year, and drastically reduce the number of days the alternative could be
implemented during a year, thus reducing the efficacy of the alternative.

22374

One commenter suggested that the NPS work closely with the NDGF to help
identify a pool of potential volunteer authorized agents.

Corr. ID: 279 Organization: National Rifle Association

Comment ID: Organization Type: Non-Governmental
95237

Representative Quote: Second, Alternative B uses the term "elk management
teams" but does not identify who will participate on these teams, only that
qualified skilled volunteers would become part of a pool of available personnel
that may supplement elk management teams. It also does not explain what kind of
a system the Park will develop to identify skilled volunteers. We highly
recommend that the Park work closely with the North Dakota Game and Fish
Department (NDGF) in identifying volunteers within the hunting community.

Under the preferred alternative, the park intends to work with the NDGF in order
to recruit qualified volunteers and develop a reduction program that ultimately
benefits both agencies.

AL12000 - Alternatives: Alternative B - Cost and Funding

Concern ID:

CONCERN
STATEMENT:

Representative Quote(s):

22376

Commenters questioned the cost estimate for alternative B, stating that it appears to
be far too low, asking whether North Dakota's state personnel budget will
contribute to implementing alternative B, and also questioning the amount of man-
hours that would be required for various staff members.

Corr. ID: 360 Organization: Safari Club International
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Comment ID: 95067 Organization Type: Conservation/Preservation

Representative Quote: For "Alternative B: Direct Reduction with Firearms" the
Plan's drafters project exorbitant per elk removal costs of $500 for the first five
years and $550 for the remaining ten years of the plan's duration. It appears that this
estimate assumes that lethal removal will be conducted by NPS personnel and/or
independent contractor sharpshooters. SCI and SCIF see no reasonable
documentation in the plan to justify these per elk estimates. It also appears that the
NPS assumes that the utilization of qualified volunteers will add to this cost, rather
than reduce it.

Corr. ID: 360 Organization: Safari Club International
Comment ID: 95074 Organization Type: Conservation/Preservation

Representative Quote: In addition, the analysis does not make clear whether and
to what extent North Dakota's state personnel and budget will contribute to this
effort. The way Appendix D is drafted makes it appear that NPS personnel will be
handling this effort independently. That scenario ignores, for example, the role that
the Colorado Division of Wildlife played in the RMNP elk culling effort - in
training, supervision etc. Without considering the costs and responsibilities
assumed or absorbed by state participation, TRNP's plan is not based upon a
realistic analysis of the strategy.

Corr. ID: 360 Organization: Safari Club International
Comment ID: 95075 Organization Type: Conservation/Preservation

Representative Quote: Perhaps the most egregious flaw in the cost assessment is
that the analysis fails to take into account the fact that volunteers will replace paid
sharpshooters and NPS personnel, both in the actual take of the elk and in retrieval
and removal of elk carcasses. If volunteers participate, the NPS will not have to pay
independent contractors and will require far less NPS personnel time for the culling
activities. The failure to acknowledge this savings undermines the credibility of the
entire cost analysis.

Corr. ID: 360 Organization: Safari Club International
Comment ID: 95073 Organization Type: Conservation/Preservation

Representative Quote: The fact that the NPS devotes such scrutiny to the costs
associated with the participation of qualified volunteers does, however, reveal some
of the questionable assumptions upon which the drafters' estimates are based. For
example, SCI and SCIF question whether it is realistic to assume that TRNP's
Public Relations Officer will be required to devote half his or her time for
approximately 1/3 of the year each year, and all of his or her time for two weeks of
the year to the participation of skilled volunteers. SCI and SCIF also question the
need for Direct Reduction Team Leaders to devote 40 hours per week for 12 weeks
each year to this strategy or for Law Enforcement Officers to be needed for 40
hours per week for the 12 weeks that the cull is being conducted. SCI and SCIF are
aware that Rocky Mountain National Park has recently conducted its first elk cull
using groups consisting of volunteers, NPS personnel and representatives from
Colorado's Wildlife Division. These teams participated in culling operations for a
limited number of hours each day before the majority of visitors arrived at RMNP.
At RMNP, the culling teams including NPS personnel, hardly devoted full days, let
alone full weeks, to these culling activities. At most, the culling activities consumed
a few hours of each NPS's employee's work week. SCI and SCIF conclude that the
personnel costs projected by the drafters of TRNP's plan are tremendously
overblown by comparison to the way a cull is actually conducted on a National
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Response:

Park.

Corr. ID: 371 Organization: North Dakota Game and Fish
Department

Comment ID: 94886 Organization Type: State Government

Representative Quote: This alternative will be expensive - NPS estimates $1-2
million over a five-year period ($200,000 - $400,000 per year). The Department
believes this cost estimate is far too low. Costs would be incurred in paying the
federal employees and/or the contractors, paying someone to field dress the
animals, paying to remove the animals from the park by methods other than
motorized vehicles, paying to store the carcasses until disease testing is done,
paying for the disease testing, paying to transport the carcasses to a processing
facility, paying to have them butchered, and then paying to have the meat
transported to food distribution locations.

Under Alternative B, North Dakota’s state personnel budget is not considered in the
costs. The costs of Alternative B have been revised in the final EIS, and can be
contrasted against the assumptions and costs of the preferred alternative (found in
both Chapter 2 and Appendix D), which contemplates the use of skilled volunteers
but does not contemplate the use of paid contractors to shoot elk.

AL13000 - Alternatives: Alternative C - Roundup and Euthanasia

Concern ID:

CONCERN
STATEMENT:

Representative Quote(s):

22378

Commenters provided ways in which to improve alternative C, including donating
the meat from tested elk to charities, and also selling the meat to members of the
public for a fee to help offset the costs of implementing this alternative.

Corr. ID: 327 Organization: Dakota Zoo
Comment ID: 94825 Organization Type: Civic Groups

Representative Quote: | do not see the need to remove the elk from the premises
and have them euthanized and processed at another location. | believe that the
opportunity for interested members of the public to purchase elk meat at $100 per
animal (limit of one, fist come, first-served) would be beneficial and also provide
considerable income to offset and costs of the roundup. This would provide the
opportunity for some of the many people who would like to hunt elk but haven't
been selected or can't afford the cost of traveling out of state for a hunt to gain elk
meat. | believe that this would also go a long way towards helping to smooth over
the feelings that could be generated by the fact that so many animals are being
euthanized at one time. It certainly would make it easier to harvest the meat so that
it could be used.

Corr. ID: 378 Organization: Not Specified
Comment ID: 95082 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual

Representative Quote: | would suggest some change in your alternative "C" plan.
The animals killed could be either given to charity or to individuals selected by a
lottery with a fee to help defer your costs. N.D. Game and Fish and Park officials
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Response:

Concern ID:

CONCERN
STATEMENT:

Representative Quote(s):

Response:

should keep all the heads for testing and disposal.

Alternative C contemplates donation of elk meat. The park is not permitted to sell
meat to members of the public, pursuant to federal regulations.

22380

One commenter questioned how the elk would be cared for, fed, and watered while
in the holding pens under alternative C.

Corr. ID: 371 Organization: North Dakota Game and Fish
Department
Comment ID: 94891 Organization Type: State Government

Representative Quote: We also question the NPS concerning the status of the elk
while in the holding pens. How will they be cared for, fed and watered? In 1993,
elk were held in the same holding facility for an extended period of time, there
were numerous animals killed or seriously injured. It was frankly a very ugly
situation and these wild animals deserve a better fate.

Under alternative C, elk would be maintained in the holding pens at the park for
less than a week. Elk would be cared for, fed and watered on a daily basis, in
compliance with industry standards and methods that have been proven to work at
the park in the past.

AL13020 - Alternatives: Alternative C - Cost and Funding

Concern ID:

CONCERN
STATEMENT:

Representative Quote(s):

22381

One commenter compared the cost analysis for implementing alternative C and
alternative E, stating that the cost analysis for alternative E appears to be high.

Corr. ID: 226 Organization: Not Specified
Comment ID: 95480 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual

Representative Quote: It is important to note that the entire budget for Alternative
C (Round up and Euthanasia) is just slightly more than just the dispersion portion
of the budget in Alternative E (Hunting outside the Park). This begs the question -
why is it that the NPS can budget roundups, transportation, euthanasia, and
processing for less than simply herding the elk to ground outside of the Park? | do
not understand this apparent discrepancy.

ALTERNATIVE C: ROUND UP, EUTHANASIA, and PROCESSING
Cost for 15 Year Plan Annual Cost

TOTAL COST $1.4 - $1.8M $95 -$120K

Roundups $105,000-$240,000 $7,000-$16,000

Shipping to Commercial facility (250 Mis.) $28,000-$32,000 $1,867-$2133
Euthanasia/Processing $406,000-$606,400 $27,067-$40,426

ALTERNATIVE E: HUNTING OUTSIDE PARK
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Response:

Cost for 15 Year Plan Annual Cost

TOTAL COST $2.1 - $2.2M $143 - $146K

Directed Dispersal $1,256,400 - $1,290,480 $119,000-$136,000
Fence Alterations $48,300-$55,200 $3,220-$3,680

The cost estimate for Alternatives C and E have been adjusted for the final EIS, and
can be found in Chapter 2 under the description for each alternative.

AL13040 - Alternatives: Alternative D (Env. Preferable Alt.) - Testing and Translocation

Concern ID:

CONCERN
STATEMENT:

Representative Quote(s):

Response:

Concern ID:

CONCERN
STATEMENT:

Representative Quote(s):

22382

One commenter noted that after the tenth year of implementing alternative D, elk
would not need to be removed until year 13 or 14.

Corr. ID: 337 Organization: Not Specified
Comment ID: 95045 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual

Representative Quote: Page 67. Testing and relocation alternative. The
hypothetical year 10 population is 475, requiring CWD testing on 300 new animals.
After testing, the population would be at 175, and would not have to be reduced by
75 more animals. Even with 25% population increase the following year, the year
11 population would be about 220 elk, and year 12 about 275. The point is that with
the required CWD testing for year 10, no elk would have to be removed until at
least year 13 or year 14.

The commenter is correct. However, the hypothetical situation described in the EIS
is provided for comparing the alternatives only. It is guided by the assumption that
maintenance actions would be implemented to return the elk population to 100
individuals, which would minimize the number of subsequent management actions
(i.e., it would take longer to reach the threshold for taking action of 400 elk).

22383

Commenters questioned the feasibility of identifying enough stakeholders to take
over 800 elk. Further, another commenter requested that the NPS clearly state in
the Final Plan/EIS exactly how translocations are to be conducted, develop strict
guidelines concerning the habitat the recipient of the elk must have, and create
legally binding agreements that prohibit the selling, bartering or trade of elk from
TRNP to private entities or commercial operations.

Corr. ID: 208 Organization: Rocky Mountain Elk Foundation
Comment ID: 95246 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual

Representative Quote: Option D - CWD testing and relocation. Are there really
enough places that want ELK to relocate 800+ animals? Remember this herd
started with 65 animals a mere 23 years ago.

Corr. ID: 371 Organization: North Dakota Game and Fish
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Response:

Department

Comment ID: 94892 Organization Type: State Government

Representative Quote: Our Department is requesting the NPS ensure that the elk
are handled humanely and only given to entities that will retain them in an area
with suitable habitat. Previous elk translocations from TRNP have resulted in elk
being shipped to an Indian tribe in South Dakota, loaded on a different truck, and
shipped back to North Dakota into a private game farm. This was met with great
criticism by the public, and the NPS has the responsibility to ensure it does not
happen again to a valuable, publicly owned wildlife resource. Unfortunately, the
only reference we see in the plan regarding this issue thus far is a requirement for
"no immediate commercial gain." We don't know what this means, but suspect it
will not be sufficient in preventing profiteering and privatization of a public
wildlife resource. We are concerned the NPS will use this as a way to "wash its
hands" of what happens to the animals once a translocation has occurred - which is
not acceptable. We strongly request the NPS clearly state in the final EIS exactly
how translocations are to be conducted, develop strict guidelines concerning the
habitat the recipient of the elk must have, and create legally binding agreements
that prohibit the selling, bartering or trade of elk from TRNP to private entities or
commercial operations.

Corr. ID: 384 Organization: Vogel Law Firm
Comment ID: 95660 Organization Type: Business

Representative Quote: While Chronic Wasting Disease (CWD) has required
additional testing of animals prior to transporting animals to other areas, the
requirement for testing has not precluded transporting animals. While the NPS
includes transporting animals elsewhere as an EIS alternative, it is unrealistic to
assume that alternative will have any appreciable change in the elk numbers at the
TRNP. The NPS has had this option at its disposal for years, yet has made no
advancements to transport elk. Given the concerns about CWD, fewer recipients
are able to be identified to receive elk. Many other National Parks are experiencing
similar overabundance of elk without any success in relocating the elk. The option
to test and transport elk should not be relied upon to appreciably reduce elk
numbers in the EIS.

TRNP could have tested sufficient animals and transported the elk to other
locations at any point prior to this study. The obvious flaw in this suggestion is a
simple lack of entities willing to receive the elk. Numerous national parks have
conducted similar EIS studies in the last three years as a means of deciding how to
reduce their own burgeoning elk populations. The greater National Park system
must find a way to reduce thousands of elk. This study, like the Rocky Mountain
National Park and Grand Teton National Park and National EIk Refuge, fails to
identify any entities willing and able to receive sufficient elk to make an
appreciable difference in reducing the elk populations by 668 animals. Other
National Park studies are further along than this Draft EIS, and they have yet to
identify willing recipients for a majority of their elk, so it is unrealistic to think that
translocating the TRNP elk will be a reasonable or practicable alternative.

The EIS contains a description of how translocation would be carried out under
Alternative D, in Chapter 2. Should translocation be utilized, the park will work to
identify willing recipients, and will develop guidelines and agreements with
potential recipients to address the concerns identified by the commenters. Based on
informal inquiries, the park is confident that enough willing recipients exist to take
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the required number of elk. As stated in the EIS, if enough willing recipients
cannot be found, the park would utilize other methods, such as direct reduction or
euthanasia to control the population.

AL14010 - Alternatives: Alternative D - Cost and Funding

Concern ID: 22384
CONCERN One commenter stated that the cost analysis for alternative D does not include
STATEMENT: transportation cost, which ultimately skews the analysis.
Representative Quote(s): Corr. ID: 297 Organization: Not Specified
Comment ID: 95487 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: Alt. D - does not include transport costs; skews costs
Response: As explained in the EIS, transportation costs cannot be estimated because they

would vary by recipient. The proximity of the recipient to the park would be the
biggest factor in determining shipping costs, and could vary greatly. As is further
explained, the costs of transportation would be the responsibility of the recipient, so
they would not be incurred by the NPS.

AL15000 - Alternatives: Alternative E - Increased Hunting Opportunities Outside the Park

Concern ID:

CONCERN
STATEMENT:

Representative
Quote(s):

22385

Commenters stated that implementation of alternative E does not guarantee increased
access to private hunting land, that adjacent landowners may not be agreeable to more
elk on their land, that an insufficient number of elk - especially cow elk - would be
harvested, that using helicopters to haze elk out of the park may be a violation of the
federal Airborne Hunting Act, and that adverse impacts to wildlife, visitors, and
adjacent landowners would result from this alternative.

Corr. ID: 337 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 95046  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual

Representative Quote: Page 69. Hunting outside TRNP. There is no evidence
presented that adjacent landowners would be agreeable to more elk or more public
hunting on their private lands. This alternative could have the very negative side of
developing fee-hunting access areas outside TRNP. Even now, many landowners only
allow the public to hunt after they have filled their own elk tag or a family member or
fiend has filled their tag. The average public has much less access to private land than
this alternative assumes.

Corr. ID: 371 Organization: North Dakota Game and Fish Department

Comment ID: 94897  Organization Type: State Government
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Response:

Representative Quote: The NPS is assuming a harvest of 275 elk in each of the first
four years and 258 in the fifth year, which would allow it to reach the goal of 200 in
five years. This estimate factors in an initial population of approximately 1,300 and an
annual 25% growth rate. We believe this level of harvest cannot be achieved outside of
TRNP using hunters in January and February.

Corr. ID: 384 Organization: Vogel Law Firm
Comment ID: 95652  Organization Type: Business

Representative Quote: Alternative E is also objectionable due to concerns over
spreading disease. The comingling of the elk, mule deer and cattle herds also increases
the exposure of cattle herds to brucellosis, chronic wasting disease and other chronic
illnesses. In fact, local ranchers need to test their herds for brucellosis. The animal
density occasioned by NPS's lack of management puts cattle herds and other wildlife at
risk. The NPS should include brucellosis testing if they continue to maintain animal
densities in excess of recommended limits.

Corr. ID: 384 Organization: Vogel Law Firm
Comment ID: 95635  Organization Type: Business

Representative Quote: The NDGF increased the amount of elk permits over the past
few years, but the fact that more permits are available has not made appreciable strides
toward managing the elk population. The NDGF website reports that up to 560 elk
hunting permits were available in 2008, yet the reduction of the elk population has not
made appreciable strides to control the population.
http://gf.nd.gov/regulations/bighornJindex.htm1. Despite the number of elk hunting
permits issued in 2008, only a fraction of those led to actual elk killed. Increased
hunting will do nothing to manage the additional 1358 elk scared out of the TRNP
given the reproduction and survival rate.

Corr. ID: 384 Organization: Vogel Law Firm
Comment ID: 95638  Organization Type: Business

Representative Quote: Chasing more elk on private lands does not necessarily
comport with more permits issued, more hunters appearing to shoot elk, or any
significant reduction in the herd. There is no trend indicating that increased hunting
opportunities will have any appreciable impact on the elk population. Landowners
currently host the elk and also must routinely open up their lands to hunters. The only
thing Alternative E will do for sure is to transfer the NPS problem onto the backs of
the private landowners outside the TRNP. That form of ‘management’ is no
management at all.

Corr. ID: 384 Organization: Vogel Law Firm
Comment ID: 95640  Organization Type: Business

Representative Quote: Further, hunters will typically seek out bull elk, where it is the
cow elk that need to be culled in this situation to preclude further overpopulation. In
fact, of the 106 elk killed by hunters in 1997-1999, only 16 appear to be females based
upon information in the EIS. Bull elk are more inclined to roam outside the TRNP,
while the cow elk are more inclined to stay within the TRNP. Alternative E's increased
hunting outside the TRNP will disproportionately remove bull elk, which does almost
nothing to control the elk population.

The park agrees that elements of Alternative E are problematic, and that close
cooperation and coordination would be needed with area landowners and land
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Concern ID:

CONCERN

STATEMENT:

Representative
Quote(s):

Response:

Concern ID:

CONCERN

STATEMENT:

Representative

Quote(s):

managers in order to implement this alternative. These factors were considered when
identifying the preferred alternative.

22389

Commenters stated that the NPS does not have the authority to implement alternative
E.

Corr. ID: 287 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 95820  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual

Representative Quote: NPS has no authority to implement Alternative E. It could be
nothing more than a suggestion from NPS to the NDGF and land owner.

Corr. ID: 371 Organization: North Dakota Game and Fish Department

Comment ID: 94893  Organization Type: State Government

Representative Quote: A successful public hunting program that has the support of
most adjacent landowners is already in place. The NPS does not have authority outside
of the park to adjust or change these hunting seasons as an alternative for addressing
elk management problems inside the park.

The park agrees that elements of Alternative E are problematic, and that close
cooperation and coordination would be needed with area landowners and land
managers in order to implement this alternative. These factors were considered when
identifying the preferred alternative.

22390

Commenters questioned the use of the helicopter under this alternative, suggesting that
other methods could accomplish the task at a much lower cost.

Corr. ID: 217 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 95863  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual

Representative Quote: | ask you to figure out a way to get the elk to leave the park
during time when North Dakota residents can harvest the elk. | do not agree that you
have to go to the expense of using helicopters to drive the elk out of the park for this
purpose. | suspect that is a red herring because you don't really want to pursue the
option. | suggest using horsemen to accomplish that task. I know if I suggest using
ATV's you would say that would have too much of an impact. You have done elk
roundups in the past. You can herd them out of the park the same way.

Corr. ID: 226 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 95878  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual

Representative Quote: | would think that these elk could be dispersed to public lands
- any number of ways - for much less expense than projected cost in the budget
(detailed below). What other means were examined? Whether hazing by helicopter,
horse, ATV, utilizing creative fencing practices (internal wing fences and gates to
facilitate effective hazing out of the Park, re-engineering existing fencing to allow for
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Response:

cost effective removal and replacement during hazing events), implementing short-
term winter feeding in areas to concentrate animals near desired fence openings to
facilitate hazing, or corral trapping and moving by truck short distances, or some
combination thereof, surely there's a more economically viable way to accomplish the
dispersals.

Corr. ID: 372 Organization: Badlands Conservation Alliance
Comment ID: 94811  Organization Type: Conservation/Preservation

Representative Quote: Seriously pursue using horseback riders or other low-stress
animal handling rather than helicopters to move elk in Alternatives C, D, and E. This
would reduce disturbance, significantly decrease cost, and may function as a good will
effort between the Park, riders, and adjacent landowners. It may also increase public
tolerance for the required reductions.

Utilizing helicopters for the herding of wildlife is considered to be an industry standard
and has proven to be the most cost-effective method for gathering large numbers of
wild animals in extremely rough terrain at the park. The park has conducted elk
roundups in the past, and helicopters have been successful and effective. Furthermore,
the fact that the park has a large wilderness area precludes the use of on-the-ground
motorized equipment to disperse elk.

AL16010 - Alternatives: Alternative E - Cost and Funding

Concern ID: 22396

CONCERN One commenter suggested that implementation of alternative E could generate
STATEMENT: revenue for both the NPS and the NDGF from the issuing of elk tags.
Representative Quote(s): Corr. ID: 333 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 94903  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual

Representative Quote: | would like the fourth alternative which encourages hunting
opportunities outside park boundaries. | realize that this would require cooperation
from the North Dakota Game and Fish Department and local landowners. Part of this
plan could provide for horsemen insides the park to herd elk out of the park. Once a
sufficient number of elk are herded out of the park, the holes in the fence could be
temporarily closed while hunting goes on outside of the park. This process could be
repeated a few times each fall and/or winter to reduce the number of elk in the park to
their desired management number.

This choice would provide needed revenues for Theodore Roosevelt National Park as
well as the North Dakota Game and Fish Department through the use of license fees.
For example an antlerless elk tag could be sold for $100. and an any elk license could
sell for $400. Currently, all out of state elk tags sell for much more that $400. per tag.
I would imagine that many more people would purchase the less expensive cow tag.
In addition, it would make sense that in managing the elk population to have many
more antlerless tags than any elk tags. The any elk tag would allow a cow to be
harvested in the event a bull was not available for the hunter for some reason.

I hope that revenues generated would be used in elk management both in and outside
of Theodore National Park.
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Response:

Concern ID:

CONCERN
STATEMENT:

Representative Quote(s):

Response:

The commenter is correct that implementation of Alternative E may initially provide
additional revenue for the NDGF. However, the National Park Service does not issue
hunting tags, and therefore would not profit from the additional elk tags.

22398

One commenter stated that the budget scenario of alternative E fails to address the
recurring revenue benefits to the state and local economy, and that the return on
investment should not be excluded in the cost estimate.

Corr. ID: 226 Organization: Not Specified
Comment ID: 95478  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual

Representative Quote: And, finally, the economic argument is faulty in three ways -
there are issues with the projected budget, the scenario fails to address the recurring
revenue benefits to the state and local economy, and you cannot remove the concepts
of ROI and value from economic welfare (i.e., it's not just about cheapest means to
deal with the elk problem).

The costs presented in chapter 2 are limited to those required to implement an
alternative. For Alternative E, these costs have been adjusted in response to this
comment. The effects of implementing an alternative on local and state economies
are addressed separately in Chapter 4: Environmental Consequences. The analysis
acknowledges there will be benefits to local economies as a result of increased
hunting opportunities, but also recognizes these benefits are likely to decrease over
time as the number of elk is substantially reduced from present day numbers.

AL16030 - Alternatives: Alternative F - Maintenance Only Fertility Control

Concern ID:

CONCERN
STATEMENT:

Representative Quote(s):

Response:

22400

One commenter asked how alternative F can be considered while the technology
needed to implement the alternative does not exist yet.

Corr. ID: 196 Organization: Not Specified
Comment ID: 95512 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual

Representative Quote: Alt F: How can it even be considered when the technology
doesn't even exist?

The life of the plan is expected to be 15 years. The NPS included this alternative so
that if a non-lethal way to manage the elk herd becomes available during the life of
the plan, the park will have the opportunity to evaluate and possibly make use of
such a tool. This alternative was considered for the maintenance phase only, and
would not be considered for initial reduction of the elk herd.
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AL19030 - Alternatives: Adaptive Management

Concern ID:

CONCERN
STATEMENT:

Representative Quote(s):

Response:

22402

One commenter suggested that the NPS utilize adaptive management in a manner
that allows the park to choose any aspect of any of the proposed alternatives to
strengthen the selected management action.

Corr. ID: 370 Organization: The Wildlife Society - North Dakota
Chapter
Comment ID: 95109 Organization Type: Conservation/Preservation

Representative Quote: The section on Adaptive Management offers flexibility to
adapt to changing conditions and new information. Regardless of the Preferred
Alternative selected we recommend that the Park Service keep open, through
adaptive management all possible options, including the options to use any or parts
of the other identified Alternatives in combination to augment or strengthen the
selected management action for the elk herd. Adherence to this principle will lead
to the most effective management of elk in the TRNP. A discussion of the potential
to combine Alternatives should be included in the Final EIS.

The NPS preferred alternative is a combination of DEIS alternatives B, C, and D,
and provides the NPS flexibility needed to adequately and adaptively manage elk in
Theodore Roosevelt National Park.

AL2050 - Alternatives: Alternatives Eliminated - Move EIlk to the North Unit

Concern ID:

CONCERN
STATEMENT:

Representative Quote(s):

22407

One commenter stated that the NPS is required to handle the elk population as an
asset, and that it is critical that the park identify additional available habitat within
its own jurisdiction to provide non-lethal alternatives for portions of the south unit
elk.

Corr. ID: 324 Organization: National Parks Conservation
Association
Comment ID: 95095 Organization Type: Conservation/Preservation

Representative Quote: The dEIS dismisses relocation of elk from the southern
unit to the northern unit, reasoning that it would simply create additional problems
for THRO on the north end. Instead of viewing a healthy and abundant elk
population as liability, NPCA urges NPS to handle the elk population as an asset,
and as NPS is required to do.

We strongly urge your consideration of relocation to the north unit. Regardless of
where the elk are located, THRO is confronted with a long-term management
challenge. In the short term, it is critical that the park identify additional available
habitat first within its own jurisdiction to provide non-lethal alternatives for
portions of the south unit elk. As with the south unit, we believe that a thoughtfully
considered long-term plan for elk in the north unit will help assure that all the park's
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resources are protected and that elk are rightfully restored to another small portion
of their historic range.

The NPS believes that until proven solutions are available for managing the elk
population in the South Unit, it would be irresponsible to establish another closed
population in the North Unit that would have similar management challenges.

AL3000 - Alternatives: Envir. Preferred Alt./NEPA § .101&102

Concern ID:

CONCERN
STATEMENT:

Representative Quote(s):

Response:

Concern ID:

CONCERN
STATEMENT:

Representative Quote(s):

22408

One commenter suggested that the Final Plan/EIS provide an explanation of how
the NPS uses public comments to identify the Preferred and Environmentally
Preferred Alternatives.

Corr. ID: 370 Organization: The Wildlife Society - North Dakota
Chapter
Comment ID: 95114 Organization Type: Conservation/Preservation

Representative Quote: Preferred and Environmentally Preferred Alternative. An
explanation of how the

Park Service will use the comments received to identify the Preferred and
Environmentally Preferred Alternative should be included in the FEIS.

A summary of the preferred alternative and environmentally preferable alternative
scoping process is provided in chapter 5 of the final EIS; responses to substantive
comments received during this process are provided in this Appendix. In addition,
the description of the preferred alternative in chapter 2 of the final EIS explains
how public comment was used in shaping the preferred alternative. Input received
during scoping regarding the effects of the various alternatives was considered
when assessing the environmentally preferable alternative.

22409

Commenters suggested that the NPS would have received more meaningful
comments had the park identified a preferred alternative in the Draft Plan/EIS. One
commenter further suggests that once the Final Plan/EIS is open for public
comment, there will only be a limited opportunity for the public to make comments
on the preferred alternative.

Corr. ID: 287 Organization: Not Specified
Comment ID: 95879 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual

Representative Quote: With no preferred alternative in the Draft EIS, much more
meaningful public input would have been generated.

Corr. ID: 384 Organization: Vogel Law Firm
Comment ID: 95599 Organization Type: Business
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Representative Quote: The NPS refuses to identify a preferred alternative in the
Draft EIS. Much more meaningful public comments would be generated if it was
evident which alternative the NPS was inclined to recommend. Otherwise, once the
Final EIS is complete, there is limited opportunity to comment on the document and
effectuate meaningful participation.

On August 10, 2009, the National Park Service released a brochure to the public
which identified the Preferred and Environmentally Preferable Alternatives for the
Elk Management Plan/EIS and the basis for their selection, which included
consideration of the comments received on the draft EIS. A 30-day public
comment period was provided to give the public the opportunity to provide
feedback on these alternatives. The NPS has considered the comments received on
the preferred and environmentally preferred alternatives, and has provided
responses to those comments in this Appendix.

AL4000 - Alternatives: New Alternatives Or Elements

Concern ID:

CONCERN
STATEMENT:

Representative Quote(s):

22411

Commenters provided additional alternatives and elements to alternatives they suggest
should be considered, including: restoring and making available additional elk habitat
outside of the South Unit; modifying fence maintenance activities to encourage more
elk to exit the park; and donating all meat safe for human consumption - as well as
hides and antlers - to Indian Tribes, non-profit groups, and State and Federal agencies.

Corr. ID: 217 Organization: Not Specified
Comment ID: 95865  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual

Representative Quote: The fact that the TRNP has a high fence to keep the bison
and wild horses inside the park should be considered here. By maintaining the fence,
you have created an unnatural situation. Without the fence, the elk would certainly
leave the park property in greater numbers, which would obviously provide more
hunting opportunities.

Corr. ID: 296 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 95305  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: NPS should stop discouraging elk from leaving
Corr. ID: 298 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 95398  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: * don't repair fences prior to hunting season
Corr. ID: 300 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 95366  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual

Representative Quote: remove fence for a period of time prior to hunting to make it
easier for them to leave & be hunted

Corr. ID: 324 Organization: National Parks Conservation Association
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Comment ID: 95094  Organization Type: Conservation/Preservation

Representative Quote: Commitment to securing additional elk habitat on adjacent
U.S. Forest Service lands. We are aware that NPS is party to an MOU with the Forest
Service and NDGF, and are also aware that the USFS has accepted a request to act as
a cooperating agency for this EIS. The USFS commitment in the MOU states: "Strive
to achieve and maintain the desired future condition of Grasslands as defined in the
Grassland's Plan, while taking into consideration the ecosystem capabilities and
natural variability of the area." While we do appreciate that ongoing conversations
and collaborations with the USFS over the years on this issue, neither the MOU nor
the apparent cooperating agency status as part of this EIS seem to have resulted in
significant action on the Forest Service's part that would lead to accommodation of
additional elk on USFS lands. Further, the dEIS discloses that the condition of the
USFS range is not where the agency would like it to be, primarily because of
livestock grazing. NPCA believes that it is essential for THRO and USFS to identify
and take steps necessary to make additional USFS habitat available to the elk
population as an essential component of a long-term elk management plan.

Clearly, conservation of this unique wildlife population is an item of critical
significance for both agencies. As part of an alternative that provides for the overall
long term health of this elk population, we request that NPS and USFS commit to
developing a long term habitat restoration and management plan that will result in
unimpeded access and habitat availability to THRO elk on USFS lands.

Corr. ID: 324 Organization: National Parks Conservation Association
Comment ID: 95099  Organization Type: Conservation/Preservation

Representative Quote: We request that THRO uses this plan as an opportunity to
protect all park resources for both the short and long term and that THRO commit to
creative thinking on this issue resulting in a plan that addresses the core issue that
heretofore has not been addressed: the need to restore and make available additional
habitat for elk outside of the south unit. The solution to the current dilemma lies not in
further shrinking the remaining remnant wild values in this NPS unit, but rather in
taking decisive strong steps to restore natural rhythms to the park and adjacent lands
and providing the full compliment of habitats necessary to sustain wild and free-
roaming herds of animals in the region. While this is a more difficult road, it is a road
that best aligns with the NPS mission and legal mandates that direct NPS actions and
decisions.

Corr. ID: 324 Organization: National Parks Conservation Association
Comment ID: 95096  Organization Type: Conservation/Preservation

Representative Quote: We encourage NPS to explore opportunities to
collaboratively work with private landowners and local authorities adjacent to the
park to identify opportunities to provide elk habitat on private ground. While we are
familiar with the controversy surrounding this idea and the already existing concerns
of park neighbors over crop damage, we believe that ongoing conversation could be
beneficial over the long term. Though we believe NPS should cooperate with adjacent
landowners and explore future opportunities to collaborate on private land, we
recognize that there are limitations of NPS jurisdiction with respect to private
property. We therefore understand that any collaboration would be with willing
partners, and strongly encourage NPS to pursue that course of action.

The NPS did consider manipulation of the fence, and restoring and making available
additional elk habitat outside of the South Unit. However, because the fence is not
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Concern ID:

CONCERN
STATEMENT:

Representative Quote(s):

designed to keep elk in the park, such manipulation would not be effective in
dispersing elk to adjacent lands. Furthermore, dispersal of elk to adjacent lands would
be inconsistent with the current land use plans for land surrounding the park, and the
NPS received many comments opposing dispersal of elk to lands outside the park.

As the EIS demonstrates, the availability of habitat for elk is not the issue, but rather
the unregulated growth of the elk population in an unbalanced ecosystem.
Recognizing this, NPS has developed this plan/EIS which would guide elk
management for the next 15 years--or until conditions change that necessitate an
update.

22413

Commenters suggested examining the impacts that horses, bison, and prairie dogs
have on the vegetation in the park, and analyze if removing these species would be
beneficial to park resources.

Corr. ID: 213 Organization: Not Specified
Comment ID: 95384  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual

Representative Quote: The other thing | would like to say is if you would get rid of
some of the Prairie Dogs in the park there would be grass to feed more Elk and
Buffalo.

I have been going to the Park every year for the last 20 years, and every year there are
more Prairie Dogs. Don't get me wrong, | have grand kids that like to see them as
much as anybody else, but they are taking over the park! Jump on a horse and ride
through the Park, you will see what I'm talking about. Peacful Valley doesn't have
enough grass left to feed 10 EIk.

Corr. ID: 222 Organization: Not Specified
Comment ID: 95831  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual

Representative Quote: You People should worry about more important issues and
keep control of the noxious weeds your letting destroy the state because it's left
untouched or the prarie dog explosion that taking many acres of grazing away from
the less distructive animals .

Corr. ID: 326 Organization: Not Specified
Comment ID: 95807  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual

Representative Quote: Another matter | would like to address is available habitat. It
is possible there are too many bison on the park. They are eating available grass. Elk
and bison are native to North America and North Dakota, horses are not. Why are
there horses who consume tremendous amounts of grass in the park. They do no
belong. I urge you to look at the number of horses and bison to see if that can be
reduced.

Corr. ID: 365 Organization: Not Specified
Comment ID: 95355  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual

Representative Quote: | promote lowering the buffalo population to 150 or less,
horses to 50 or less and maintaining a larger population of at least 400 elk.

Buffalo and horses are harder on the south unit's natural environment as heavier
grazers that elk. Rubbing and wallowing buffalo take a toll on physical park attributes,
too.
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Concern ID:

CONCERN
STATEMENT:

Representative Quote(s):

Theodore Roosevelt National Park was established to commemorate the conservation
legacy of its namesake and to preserve the great diversity of plant and animal species
representative of the North Dakota Badlands and Northern Great Plains. Bison,
prairie dogs, elk, and feral horses are just a few of the species that roamed the
badlands during Roosevelt’s time and their modern day presence in the park is
enjoyed by several hundred thousand visitors each year. Removal of native species
inside the park would violate the NPS Organic Act and Management Policies. The
NPS is not proposing to remove these species from the park and therefore any impacts
associated with their removal were not evaluated in the draft elk management
plan/environmental impact statement.

22415

Commenters suggested that a combination of proposed alternatives be implemented.

Corr. ID: 85 Organization: NRA & Trout Unlimited
Comment ID: 95213  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual

Representative Quote: | think that Option B and Option E with some of Option D
should be included. Options B and E along with natural predation should take care of
most of the thinning of the Herd. Option D should be included occasionally just to
make sure that CWD Chronic Wasting Disease is kept in check and if Elk are needed
in other areas of the Nation they can be pulled from a healthy herd with out fear that
other areas could be contaminated with any disease.

Corr. ID: 269 Organization: Not Specified
Comment ID: 95021  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual

Representative Quote: Alternative C seem to be the best and most reasitic approach
to get the numbers down. The elk could be rounded up in the late fall and herded into
a holding facility. The number that could be handled for a day could be euthanaized
and the meat processed and later distributed. The next day more could be taken care
of the same way until the numbers are reduced to the level desired. After the the
reduction is made, the park could maintain the numbers by using one of the other
alteratives that isn't so drastic. The elk killed this way could all be tested for cronic
wasting disease and if found clear of this disease, they could be rounded up on a
yearly basis and relocated to willing recipents outside the park as described in
alernative D.

Corr. ID: 278 Organization: Not Specified
Comment ID: 94991  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual

Representative Quote: My preferred alternative is D, Testing and Translocation. But
I would like to see it used in conjunction with increased hunting outside of the park or
using the already hunted elk's brain stems in the determination that chronic wasting
disease is not present in the herd. Once the CWD free status is established, | would
like to see the elk relocated, like the bison, rather than killed for any reason. |
understand that more will probably need to be killed to reach the number needed for
CWD testing, and | would rather it be from more hunted outside the park. Can the
hunting season for elk not be extended or what if game wardens and land owners were
given the right to kill an elk outside the park NOT during a hunting season?
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Corr. ID: 330 Organization: Not Specified
Comment ID: 94907  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual

Representative Quote: | believe a lottery should be held to assemble a group of
skilled volunteers to harvest an appropriate sample size of the elk herd for testing for
CWD. All applicants for the lottery would be charged a training fee of about $50.00
(non-refundable) to help with the training of the few who would be lucky enough to
be selected. The fee could also be used to defray expenses of the CWD testing. The
next phase would be a translocation of excess elk to other places in North Dakota or
with the help of the rocky mountain elk foundation to other parts of North America----
providing of course that the herd is CWD Free! | believe this plan would set well with
North Dakota taxpayers, hunters, conservationists, anti-hunters, ranchers, and
hopefully park officials as well.

Corr. ID: 361 Organization: Not Specified
Comment ID: 94967  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual

Representative Quote: Of all the proposals, | believe a combination of transfer and
skilled volunteer culling is the best. It would be a waster of a valuable resource to
simply terminate a substantial part of this herd.

A culling of the herd in conjunction with an "off park™ hunt through the ND Game
and Fist to complete statistical proof of CED free status is the premier plan. These elk
can then be a "foundation™ for other locations for generations. Reasonable
management of numbers can be maintained as needed. Skilled volunteers of off-park
hunting can raise funds by license of fees to defray associated costs. The ND hunter
will have less to complain about and the general public can benefit from processed
meat.

This would be a very nice public use if the state can arrange access and a drive push
were used to concentrate the animals with mandatory CWD testing.

Corr. ID: 367 Organization: Not Specified
Comment ID: 95015  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual

Representative Quote: In order to facilitate a 40% or better harvest by hunters, at
about the same time as the opening of the state elk season, sharpshooters in the park
could haze animals out of the park and harvest as many as are thought necessary. If
animals began to return to the park during hunting season, a second wave of
sharpshooter or hazing activity might be necessary or advisable. As you know the
hunting season tends to move animals back into the park.

The combined harvest might present appropriate numbers for the required testing
necessary to ship animals out of the park. This solution requires careful coordination
with ND Game and Fish Department. It might take two or more years of
implementation of this plan to reduce the park herd to the desired numbers.

Since CWD is present in states around ND, but not detected in CD as yet, it may be a
good idea to act quickly on this alternative action in order to effect the herd reduction
before CWD appears in ND.

Corr. ID: 372 Organization: Badlands Conservation Alliance
Comment ID: 94813  Organization Type: Conservation/Preservation

Representative Quote: The above clarifications having been stated, Badlands
Conservation Alliance recommends that the National Park Service choose as its
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Concern ID:

CONCERN
STATEMENT:

Representative Quote(s):

Response:

Concern ID:

CONCERN
STATEMENT:

Representative Quote(s):

Preferred Alternative a combination of alternatives, with Alternative D holding
primacy. We would recommend that Alternative D be used for initial reduction,
including the broadest statistically significant sampling for CWD possible, one that
takes into account those animals taken outside the Park during one or more hunting
seasons. Should CWD be found absent, opportunities for translocation should be
initiated as soon and as rapidly as possible. BCA would happily see these live elk go
to qualified entities that welcome them. They are a treasure.

Should CWD be found, BCA recommends that adaptive management be implemented
in the form of Alternative E, with all provisions above applied. If for any reason
NDGF is unwilling to partner in this effort, including developing a mutually
satisfactory agreement with adjacent landowners, the NPS should move to Alternative
C and make the required reductions.

The NPS preferred alternative is indeed a combination of DEIS alternatives B, C, and
D, and provides the NPS flexibility needed to adequately manage elk in Theodore
Roosevelt National Park.

22417

One commenter suggested that the plan should be considered for revisions in five
years as opposed to fifteen years, as stated in the Draft Plan/EIS.

Corr. ID: 78 Organization: NRA Member
Comment ID: 95214  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual

Representative Quote: The plan sounds solid but should be up for revisal in five
years, not fifteen.

Due to the time needed to prepare and successfully implement the plan, and due to the
costs and effort associated with the preparation of the EIS, the NPS believes 15 years
is the correct time-frame required for this EIk Management Plan. It is unlikely that
the plan could accomplish its objectives in a time span as short as 5 years.

22418

One commenter suggested that the Maintenance Phase should be conducted as
described in Alternative B.

Corr. ID: 372 Organization: Badlands Conservation Alliance
Comment ID: 94814  Organization Type: Conservation/Preservation

Representative Quote: Additionally, BCA thinks that the initial reduction
methodology should not be linked to the maintenance phase. In our Scientific
Advisory Team discussion above, we support implementation of ongoing
maintenance via that outlined in Alternative B. On page 37 of Attachment 1:
Recommendations for Management of Elk at Theodore Roosevelt National Park, the
Scientific Advisory Team states: "e. In practice, risks of substantial error (i.e. large
departures from objectives) are likely to be least for relatively large population sizes
and relatively modest manipulations." BCA deems that the annual removal of
approximately 20-24 female elk will produce less disturbance while avoiding swings
in elk population suggested by other alternatives. We also think this steady population
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Concern ID:

CONCERN
STATEMENT:

Representative Quote(s):

Response:

Concern ID:

CONCERN
STATEMENT:

Representative Quote(s):

will allow for a more solid base from which to make adaptive management decisions.

The preferred alternative contemplates removal of approximately 24 female elk
during the maintenance phase, as the commenter has suggested.

22420

One commenter suggested that removing young cows (specifically calves and
yearlings) could reduce the birthrate from 0.6 female calves per cow to 0.4 female
calves per cow.

Corr. ID: 370 Organization: The Wildlife Society - North Dakota Chapter
Comment ID: 95108  Organization Type: Conservation/Preservation

Representative Quote: Additionally, the reproductive performance of cervids varies
with age and condition. Younger females tend to produce more female calves than
older females. Therefore by selectively removing younger cows, particularly calves
and yearlings and releasing the older cows the fecundity of the herd may be reduced
from 0.6 female calves per cow to perhaps 0.4 female calves per cow (Clutton-Brock
et al. 1982. Red Deer: behavior and ecology of two sexes. University of Chicago
Press, Chicago, IL; Table 8.1).

Some alternatives would allow for the selective removal of specific age and sex
classes (i.e., roundup), while other methods would not allow such flexibility (e.g.,
increased hunting outside the park). Under the preferred alternative the park would
have the option of adjusting removals (e.g., younger vs. older females) based on
observed performance of the population.

22421

Commenters suggested evaluating the success of the proposed alternatives in terms of
the possibility of the elk learning to avoid management actions as time goes by, and
also the increased difficulty associated with smaller herd numbers as management
actions are implemented.

Corr. ID: 370 Organization: The Wildlife Society - North Dakota Chapter
Comment ID: 95117  Organization Type: Conservation/Preservation

Representative Quote: In each of the Alternatives that require more than one season
to accomplish, the Park Service should evaluate the complication for achieving the
objective by the increase in difficulty from elk learning to avoid the management
action, and the reduced opportunity associated with smaller herd numbers in each
succeeding year.

Corr. ID: 380 Organization: Not Specified
Comment ID: 94966  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual

Representative Quote: | support the increased licensing of elk to hunt outside the
park by the common hunter. In order for this to succeed, there has to be cooperation
with the ND Game and Fish, and the land owners who live near the park. There also
has to be a way to drive the elk out of the park for the hunters. I've talked to many
previous elk hunters and after the first week of open elk season your chances of
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getting an elk greatly decrease. The elk know where they are safe and return to the
park, where they are inaccessible. Also, if testing is done at this time and it proves
there is no CWD, perhaps we would also in the future be able to transfer elk once
again.

The EIS states that monitoring of the elk population would be conducted to provide
feedback regarding the efficacy of the selected alternative. This will ensure that
reasons for observed outcomes (success or failure) will be determined, evaluated, and
adjusted accordingly.

AL5040 - Alternatives: Lethal Methods (General)

Concern ID:

CONCERN
STATEMENT:

Representative Quote(s):

Response:

22423

Commenters suggested that lethal reduction of the elk herd should focus on the
cows, and not on the bulls.

Corr. ID: 370 Organization: The Wildlife Society - North Dakota
Chapter
Comment ID: 95106 Organization Type: Conservation/Preservation

Representative Quote: To the extent it is compatible with the stated goals, bulls
should not be put down, but released back into the park. By focusing the reduction
on the female segment of the population, excess satellite bulls will likely continue
to wander out of the park, thereby giving hunters the opportunity to have access to
harvest these animals. Between 1999 and January 2007 only eight to sixteen cows
were harvested annually outside the park. Therefore, it is our opinion that an initial
reduction of cows from the park may have minor influence on hunting opportunities
outside the park.

Corr. ID: 381 Organization: The Wildlife Society
Comment ID: 95414 Organization Type: University/Professional Society

Representative Quote: A timely and efficient initial reduction in elk numbers will
lessen the chance of dispersing elk on to private land and causing problems for
neighboring ranchers. To the extent it is compatible with the stated goals, bulls
should not be put down, but released back into the park. By focusing the reduction
on the female segment of the population, excess satellite bulls will likely continue
to wander out of the park, thereby giving hunters the opportunity to have access to
harvest these animals.

The NPS agrees with the commenters, and the EIS reflects that the focus of removal
will be on cows, not bulls.

AL5080 - Alternatives: Carcass Management
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CONCERN
STATEMENT:

Representative Quote(s):

Response:

22424

Commenters requested information regarding the logic and benefits for leaving elk
carcasses in the field subsequent to lethal management actions.

Corr. ID: 337 Organization: Not Specified
Comment ID: 95041 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual

Representative Quote: Page 49. What is the reason for leaving 30 carcasses on the
ground to decay?

Corr. ID: 370 Organization: The Wildlife Society - North Dakota
Chapter
Comment ID: 95116 Organization Type: Conservation/Preservation

Representative Quote: An explanation of the logic and benefits for leaving
carcasses in the field should be included.

As the EIS states, some carcasses could be left in the field. Most of these would be
left because of the difficulty retrieving them given terrain, weather, etc.

AL6000 - Alternatives: Research and Monitoring

Concern ID:

CONCERN
STATEMENT:

Representative Quote(s):

Response:

22426

One commenter suggested that, in addition to CWD monitoring, obtaining
additional biological information related to the elk should be a priority, including
age specific reproductive performance, growth rates, baseline blood and tissue
testing, and parasite loads.

Corr. ID: 370 Organization: The Wildlife Society - North Dakota
Chapter
Comment ID: 95113 Organization Type: Conservation/Preservation

Representative Quote: Commitment to CWD testing for each animal removed
from the Park is essential. Additionally, complete biological information stored in
these animals needs to be collected and processed. Extremely valuable information
such as age specific reproductive performance, growth rates, baseline blood and
tissue testing for trace element and disease screenings, genetics, and parasite loads
should all be considered for evaluation. The opportunity to collect such a complete
set of information on this species should not be lost.

The NPS agrees that a robust monitoring program is essential to determining the
efficacy of the management actions. Under the monitoring program, the park will
collect as much useful biological data as possible to assist with determining the
reasons for observed outcomes (success or failure) and to assist the park in
determining future management actions.
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CC1000 - Consultation and Coordination: General Comments

Concern ID:

CONCERN
STATEMENT:

Representative Quote(s):

Response:

22447

One commenter recommended that the Park Service coordinate with other agencies
and organizations interested in elk health, in order to identify opportunistic health
data needs.

Corr. ID: 370 Organization: The Wildlife Society - North Dakota
Chapter
Comment ID: 95825 Organization Type: Conservation/Preservation

Representative Quote: We recommend that the Park Service coordinate with
agencies and organizations interested in elk health to identify opportunistic health
data needs, and to the extent practical, incorporate the collection of that information
during the herd reduction at the TRNP.

The NPS is committed to sharing data with, and seeking data from, other entities
including cooperating agencies such as the US Forest Service and the NDGF.

CR4000 - Cultural Resources: Impact Of Proposal And Alternatives

Concern ID:

CONCERN
STATEMENT:

Representative Quote(s):

Response:

22427

One commenter suggested that any fence alterations that may be conducted as part
of this Plan/EIS would merit consideration of potential impacts to cultural
resources.

Corr. ID: 357 Organization: State Historical Society of North
Dakota

Comment ID: 95055 Organization Type: State Government

Representative Quote: Under Alternative E, fence alterations are mentioned, and
this activity warrants consideration of potential impacts to cultural resources should
it be implemented. Likewise, Fire Management Plans carried out in concordance
with the overall management plan, merit consideration of potential impacts prior to
their implementation as well.

Any fence alterations or repairs not identified and analyzed in the elk plan/EIS or
other previous park document would be subject to provisions of the National
Environmental Policy Act and National Historic Preservation Act. With respect to
cultural resources, this could require additional consultation with the North Dakota
State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO). The NPS expects that in most
instances when fence posts are replaced, the new post will be installed in the old
hole or immediately adjacent to the old hole. The great majority of fence repairs
and/or alterations under the life of the elk plan are expected to be a similar type of
in-kind replacement with a minimal likelihood of disturbing subsurface cultural
resources.
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EL11000 - Elk Population: Desired Conditions

Concern ID:

CONCERN
STATEMENT:

Representative Quote(s):

Response:

Concern ID:

CONCERN
STATEMENT:

Representative Quote(s):

Response:

22428

One commenter suggested that the population objective for elk in the park, as stated
in the Draft Plan/EIS, may not be the carrying capacity for elk in the park, and
further suggested that the park reassess the alternatives considering the biological
carrying capacity, and not the population objective as stated in the Draft Plan/EIS.

Corr. ID: 371 Organization: North Dakota Game and Fish
Department

Comment ID: 94885 Organization Type: State Government

Representative Quote: While TRNP has set a population objective for elk in the
park in the EIS, we do not believe this is the carrying capacity, and damage to the
park's ecosystem does not occur at a much greater population level. The biological
carrying capacity of TRNP should be reassessed and alternatives viewed in this
context rather than the population goal identified in the EIS.

While the park could manage elk to a higher level, such management could
increase the population to a level that would not be sustainable and would have
adverse impacts to other park resources such as vegetation. The NPS confident that
based upon the Science Team recommendations, maintaining elk to between 100-
400 elk will allow the elk population to exist at a level that will benefit elk, other
wildlife, and the park’s vegetation over the long term.

22429

One commenter suggested that the target elk population should be reduced to no
more than 100 elk within the park, stating that the proposed target population of
100-400 is too vague.

Corr. ID: 384 Organization: Vogel Law Firm
Comment ID: 95567 Organization Type: Business

Representative Quote: The NPS adopted a target population of between 100 and
400 elk as the target population. Given the level of depredation on private farmers
and ranchers and the high reproduction and survival rate of TRNP elk, Billings
County strongly urges the NPS to reduce the target level of elk within the TRNP to
no more than 100. The 100-400 number is too vague and lacks a sufficient hard
trigger to require immediate action to control elk population.

Managing elk to a definite number would require frequent action and would
maintain the elk population to unnaturally low levels. It is much more realistic to
manage the elk within a range, which allows for necessary adjustments.
Furthermore, managing population to a number of 100 elk would require
maintaining the population at a level well under 100 elk, which would be
inconsistent with the recommendations of the Science Team.
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EL2000 - Elk Population: Methodology and Assumptions

Concern ID:

CONCERN
STATEMENT:

Representative Quote(s):

Response:

Concern ID:

CONCERN
STATEMENT:

Representative Quote(s):

Response:

22430

One commenter stated that they are unconvinced that the elk population will
continue to grow to a point that is unsustainable, thus questioning the need
for an elk management plan.

Corr. ID: 349 Organization: Not Specified
Comment ID: 94941  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual

Representative Quote: To pursue any of the other alternatives is based on
the assumption that the elk population will continue to grow to a point that is
unsustainable. | am unconvinced that assumption is correct.

Past performance of the elk herd at the park indicates that the herd has the
ability to increase at a rapid rate, thereby necessitating a responsible
response by the NPS to manage the herd within established objectives before
damage occurs.

22432

One commenter questioned how the elk would react to being shot at inside
the park, if alternative B is implemented.

Corr. ID: 278 Organization: Not Specified
Comment ID: 94992  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual

Representative Quote: Since the elk in the park are historically very shy
and secretive, how do you think the population will react if they are shot at
inside their safe haven of the park? When hunting begins outside the park, a
lot return because they know its safe. Do you think the elk will scatter and
disperse outside the park to keep from being hunted in the range?

The EIS includes an analysis of how elk would react to direct reduction with
firearms under alternative B, noting the potential effects on movement.
However, the distance they would move is unknown, and would be assessed
during monitoring of the outcomes of management actions. The National
Park Service will monitor the elk population to provide feedback regarding
the efficacy of the selected alternative. This will ensure that reasons for
observed outcomes (success or failure) will be determined, and adjusted
accordingly.
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ON1000 - Other NEPA Issues: General Comments

Concern ID:

CONCERN
STATEMENT:

Representative Quote(s):

Response:

22433

Commenters suggested that the NPS failed to meet NEPA's requirement to
thoroughly examine and present a reasonable range of alternatives, suggesting that
only lethal methods were considered while ignoring long-term methods associated
with elk management.

Corr. ID: 324 Organization: National Parks Conservation
Association
Comment ID: 95092 Organization Type: Conservation/Preservation

Representative Quote: NPCA does not believe that THRO provided the public
with a reasonable range of alternatives from which to review proposed actions and
environmental impacts. All action alternatives focused almost exclusively on
treating the symptom of the problem - high numbers of elk, without rigorously
exploring or addressing the actual problem itself - lack of adequate seasonal and
year-round habitat. All action alternatives proposed varying ways to remove a
significant portion of the elk population over the lifetime of the project, while
ignoring the long-term challenges associated with managing this elk population.

Corr. ID: 324 Organization: National Parks Conservation
Association
Comment ID: 95093 Organization Type: Conservation/Preservation

Representative Quote: NPCA agrees with the THRO determination regarding
carrying capacity within the south unit, but we believe that the NEPA document
failed to address the heart of the issue and instead relied exclusively on removing
animals from the population. As a result, we believe that THRO has failed to meet
NEPA's requirements to thoroughly examine a reasonable range of alternatives.

Corr. ID: 376 Organization: The Humane Society of the United
States
Comment ID: 94787 Organization Type: Conservation/Preservation

Representative Quote: Here, the NPS has failed to adequately study, develop, and
describe a reasonable range of alternative management plans for TRNP. Such an
analysis would consider alternatives to lethal control to achieve the NPS's
management objectives for the park and the wildlife that reside there. However, the
alternatives proposed in the Draft EIS fail to constitute a reasonable range - e.g.,
they include only the "no action" alternative and four additional "action"
alternatives, all of which involve lethal reduction.5 While the NPS must include an
analysis of the "no action" alternative, because this alternative provides the baseline
for the agency's analysis, the inclusion of the "no action" alternative alone does not
create a reasonable range of alternatives. Efforts to develop non-lethal methods for
initial reduction would help ensure that the Service is conforming to its legislative
mandate to protect and preserve the Park System's natural resources.

The NPS considered a wide range of alternatives and alternative elements in the
development of the EIS, including making more elk habitat available outside the
park and fertility control methods. Allowing the elk population to grow unchecked
would be inconsistent with the purpose, need, and objectives of the plan, and
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Concern ID:

CONCERN
STATEMENT:

Representative Quote(s):

Response:

making additional habitat outside the park is not considered feasible at this time.
Furthermore, there is no fertility control method that would be effective for initial
reduction of the elk herd. The EIS does, however, evaluate the use of fertility
control for elk herd maintenance. Should a fertility control agent become available
for use during the life of the plan, the park will have the opportunity to evaluate and
possibly use such a non-lethal agent.

22434

One commenter noted that the park may be required to produce a programmatic
EIS, stating that the use of "volunteer hunters™ in national parks would qualify as a
"systematic program,"” which would require a programmatic EIS.

Corr. ID: 376 Organization: The Humane Society of the United
States
Comment ID: 94784 Organization Type: Conservation/Preservation

Representative Quote: "A programmatic EIS reflects the broad environmental
consequences attendant upon a wide-ranging federal program. The thesis
underlying programmatic EISs is that a systematic program is likely to generate
disparate yet related impacts." Found. on Econ. Trends v. Heckler, 756 F.2d 143,
159 (D.C. Cir. 1985). See also Kleppe v. ~Sierra Club, 427 U.S. 390, 409 (1976)
(stating that a programmatic EIS may be required in situations where several related
proposed actions are pending at the same time). Here, the NPS's use of volunteer
hunters in national parks across the country would certainly' qualify as a
"systematic program,” id., and, although impacts may vary slightly from park to
park, it is undeniable that these impacts are related as they stem from the same
activity: the shooting of animals in national parks by members of the hunting
public. In addition, the CEQ regulations provide that an agency should prepare a
programmatic EIS if proposed actions are "connected," "cumulative,” or
"sufficiently similar” that a programmatic EIS is "the best way" to identify relevant
impacts and effects. 40 C.F.R. § 1508.25; Heckler, 756 F.2d at 159 (D.C. Cir.
1985). Finally, the failure of the NPS to produce a programmatic EIS for the use of
volunteer hunters is in blatant disregard of the CEQ regulations which require that
"broad actions" and "systematic and connected agency decisions" be considered in
the same assessment. 40 C.F.R. § 1502.4(c); id. § 1508. 18(b).

The NPS has prepared a number of ungulate management plans. Due to the varied
nature of the terrain and the differing vegetation found in each park, these plans
have been prepared separately. Several of the plans contemplate use of skilled
volunteers to assist with culling, and many of the plans do not contemplate such a
use of skilled volunteers. The NPS does not believe use of skilled volunteers
constitutes a systemic program requiring a programmatic EIS. Rather, the potential
effects of the use of skilled volunteers are analyzed on a case by case basis for any
plan that such use is considered.
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PN4000 - Purpose And Need: Park Legislation/Authority

Concern ID:

CONCERN
STATEMENT:

Representative Quote(s):

Response:

Concern ID:

CONCERN
STATEMENT:

Representative Quote(s):

Response:

22435

One commenter asked if the NPS policy to allow hunting within the park is
changed by legislation, would the Plan/EIS be reopened to public input before the
15 year management period has expired.

Corr. ID: 209 Organization: SEND Pheasants Forever
Comment ID: 95253 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual

Representative Quote: If the NPS/Secretary of the Interior policy is changed by
legislation, would the EIS at TR National Park be able to be reopened for input on
future alternatives for herd management before the 15 year plan cycle.

If the National Park Service policy regarding hunting in parks is changed by
legislation that allows or mandates hunting at Theodore Roosevelt National Park,
the NPS may re-assess elk management at the park before the expiration of the 15-
year life of the plan. Any new elk management plan that is prepared in the future
will likely go through the same planning process as the current plan, and therefore
will likely have an opportunity for public review and comment.

22436

One commenter requested specific information regarding attempts made to change
the NPS policy disallowing hunting within the park, including how many attempts
have been made, who sponsored them, and specific bill numbers.

Corr. ID: 209 Organization: SEND Pheasants Forever
Comment ID: 95252 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual

Representative Quote: My first question/comment would be if this process started
around 2004 how many attempts at legislation changing the policy of hunting NPS
lands for the purpose of herd reduction/management have been made? If possible
could you provide explanations on these attempts, who sponsered them, from what
states, and so on. Specific bill numbers would be helpful. I understand the NPS
cannot lobby to change policy. Stating that bill died in committee will not be
sufficient, why they died in committee would be more helpful.

The National Park Service has not made any efforts to change the law that prohibits
hunting in the park. However, there have been two attempts at legislation to allow
hunting in the park. Senator Byron Dorgan introduced a bill on February 26, 2007
(S684 — The Elk Population Management Act of 2007) to allow hunting in the park.
It was co-sponsored by Senator Kent Conrad. The bill was referred to the
Committee on Energy and Natural Resources, however it was never enacted.
Senator Dorgan also put language in the 2010 Department of Interior
Appropriations Bill stating, “None of the funds made available in this Act shall be
used to establish or implement a plan to reduce the number of elk in Theodore
Roosevelt National Park unless such plan, notwithstanding any other provision of
law, allows North Dakota residents possessing a state hunting license to be
deputized by the Secretary as rangers in such numbers as the Secretary deems
sufficient for purposes of culling the elk herd at the Park, and allows each such
volunteer to cull one elk and remove its carcass from the Park.”” This passed the
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Senate but the language was not included in the final bill passed by the House and
Senate.

PNB8000 - Purpose And Need: Objectives In Taking Action

Concern ID:

CONCERN
STATEMENT:

Representative Quote(s):

Response:

22437

One commenter asked if all alternatives should have the same population objective,
stating that they are different under alternatives B and D.

Corr. ID: 337 Organization: Not Specified
Comment ID: 95044 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual

Representative Quote: Page 58. The initial reduction object is 200 animals. Other
alternatives have initial reduction objectives of 100 elk (alternative D, p. 67 for
year 3). Shouldn't all alternatives have the same population objective?

While the elk are intended to be managed to a population between 100-400, the
initial reduction objectives vary slightly depending on the management action
proposed under a specific alternative. For instance, the commenter pointed out that
Alternative D has an initial reduction objective of 100 rather than 200 elk. This is
due to the number of elk that would need to be tested for CWD and the number of
elk that would be translocated. In order to minimize management actions and have
enough elk to test and translocate under Alternative D, the elk would need to be
reduced to a population of 100 elk for initial reduction.

SE4000 - Socioeconomics: Impact Of Proposal And Alternatives

Concern ID:

CONCERN
STATEMENT:

Representative Quote(s):

22438

Commenters stated that landowners with property adjacent to the park that
experience depredation from elk (especially as a result of implementing alternative
E) should be compensated for the necessary repairs they make to their property.
Some commenters stated that if these landowners are not compensated, they will be
forced to sell their land, which may convert farmland into vacation homes.

Corr. ID: 287  Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID:  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
94949

Representative Quote: If Alternative E is your preferred alternative, there has been
no economic impact study done on elk damage - fences, crops, and feed that has
been lost. There was no talk of loss of aums on private and national grasslands with
the extra number of elk. NPS must address the economics of Alternative E if selected
as the preferred alternative.

Corr. ID: 384  Organization: Vogel Law Firm

Comment ID:  Organization Type: Business
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95610

Representative Quote: In Billings County, the State and Federal government
already owns 50% of the land within the county borders, leaving the County to meet
its budget with only 50% of county land providing the totality of its tax base. As
such, what hurts County farmers and ranchers (comprising of 94% of county land
use) hurts Billings County. Given the high level of non-taxed, public ownership,
Billings County will be more affected than other counties may be if there is a NPS
decision with an adverse impact on farming and ranching. The added costs of
fencing and replacement feed for cattle and replacement pasture will add financial
strain to an already meager farming profit margin. If farmers and ranchers are forced
out of operation, ranchland may be sold for other purposes, such as vacation homes
and hunting land. Billings County may see a few more 'ranchette’ vacation homes
and additional hunters while losing farm families from the community.

Corr. ID: 384  Organization: Vogel Law Firm

Comment ID:  Organization Type: Business
95646

Representative Quote: The NPS has made no attempt to quantify the economic
losses occasioned by local farmers and ranchers near TRNP, which must be done if
Alternative E were to be considered as the preferred alternative. Ranchers near the
west fence line of Wind Cave National Park have given up planting small grains and
have lost half of their alfalfa, since the NPS has opted to manage that burgeoning elk
herd by pushing elk out of the Park and onto nearby private land, relying on hunters
to control the elk population. The NPS may claim their management is 'successful,’
as it certainly pushes elk out of the Park boundaries as a means to reduce Park elk
population, yet the surrounding landowners would likely take issue with the NPS's
definition of success.
(http://www.rapidcityjournal.com/articles/2007/02/10/news/top/news00e_too_many _
elk.txt) If local landowners are expected to bear the burden of feeding the NPS's
overpopulated elk herd, there should be significant depredation payments being
made to these local landowners. The NPS provides feed stocks and payments to
landowners near other National Parks, so there is no reason

NPS should not be doing the same thing for the property owners near TRNP.

Corr. ID: 384  Organization: Vogel Law Firm

Comment ID:  Organization Type: Business
95621

Representative Quote: There are numerous examples of trust funds nationally that
reimburse private parties for losses occasioned as a result of the introduction of
wolves as a manner of controlling elk herds. Ranchers who suffer financial loss as a
result of the NPS's management practices should similarly be compensated for their
expenses and loss of livelihood as a result of NPS's lack of management of the elk
herd within the TRNP. Yet, Billings County farmers and ranchers have received
nothing to date for feeding the NPS's elk.

Corr. ID: 384  Organization: Vogel Law Firm

Comment ID:  Organization Type: Business
95605

Representative Quote: Since one alternative of this EIS contemplates chasing 1,358
elk outside the TRNP boundaries onto private land over the course of 5 years, the
EIS should give a more thorough analysis of whether and how private landowners
will be compensated for this significant intrusion and the loss of feed, crops and
income that will result.
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Response:

While the preferred alternative does not anticipate dispersing large numbers of elk

onto adjacent lands, the EIS discloses potential impacts to private lands adjacent to

the park on pages 212 and 213. It acknowledges the potential for a reduction in

USFS grazing permits on page 214, but a quantitative analysis of this issue is
precluded because data are not available to correlate the effect of elk use to a specific
reduction in the number of animal unit months that would be available for grazing. In
regards to depredation, the NPS is aware of only minimal depredation claims in the

area in recent years and does not anticipate compensating landowners for damage

resulting from elk in the area.

VEA4000 - Visitor Experience: Impact Of Proposal And Alternatives

Concern ID:

CONCERN
STATEMENT:

Representative Quote(s):

22440

One commenter suggested that the impact to visitor experience would be greater
than what is explained in the Draft Plan/EIS, stating that the possibility of seeing an
elk subsequent to management activities would drop considerably, thus
compromising visitor experience.

Corr. ID: 376 Organization: The Humane Society of the United
States
Comment ID: 94792 Organization Type: Conservation/Preservation

Representative Quote: The Draft EIS also indicates that the lethal reduction
activities would be conducted in the fall and winter, "when visitation is low," and
that "[flew visitors would be affected because most visitation occurs in June, July,
and August ...." See, e.g., Draft EIS at 224. However, according to 2006 TRNP
visitation statistics, nearly 45,500 visitors accessed the South Unit of the Park
between October and February. This could hardly be considered a "few visitors,"
especially in light of the fact that the entire Park received an estimated 435,359
visitors that year. See http://www.ohranger.com/theodore-roosevelt-park (last
accessed March 18, 2009). The Draft EIS severely downplays this potential impact
to the wildlife viewing opportunities of nearly 10% of the Park's visitors.

Corr. ID: 376 Organization: The Humane Society of the United
States
Comment ID: 94790 Organization Type: Conservation/Preservation

Representative Quote: The Draft EIS has underestimated the impact to wildlife
viewing opportunities that will result once hundreds of elk are permanently
removed from the South Unit of TRNP. Although the Draft EIS acknowledges that
"many visitors came to the park' for the opportunity to see wildlife," Draft EIS at
27, and that "[v]iewing wildlife and taking pictures are the most common visitor
activities in the park," id. at 133, the lethal reduction activities proposed by the NPS
here would obviously result in reduced potential for elk-human interactions. Id. In
addition, the Draft EIS acknowledges that "[a]nnual direct reduction activities could
deter visitors from travelling to the park during management actions and beyond if
they disagree with this approach or if they are concerned their visit could be
disrupted.” Id. at 209. However, the Draft EIS downplays these impacts, stating that
"currently the chances of seeing elk are not that high and it is unlikely that a decline
in the elk population would be 110ticed by visitors, resulting in a negligible to
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Response:

minor adverse impact for those visitors." Id. at 223.

As a result of this comment, the NPS re-examined the impacts that are expected to
visitor experience for each alternative. While the likelihood of seeing an elk inside
the park will drop if the management actions are successful, the NPS believes that
such impacts would only result in negligible to minor impacts, as defined by the
impact thresholds for Visitor Use and Experience found on page 252 of the final
EIS.

VR11000 - Vegetation and Riparian Areas: Desired Conditions

Concern ID:

CONCERN
STATEMENT:

Representative Quote(s):

Response:

22441

One commenter suggested updating the 1993 forage-allocation model with recent
data collected in order to examine if a larger elk population will adversely impact
plant communities within the park.

Corr. ID: 373 Organization: World Wildlife Fund - Northern Great
Plains Program

Comment ID: 95125 Organization Type: Conservation/Preservation

Representative Quote: We also recommend the NPS instate the following actions:
(1) continue elk and vegetation monitoring; (2) continue searching for elk hunting
opportunities outside of TRNP (i.e., alternative E); and (3) Update the 1993 forage-
allocation model with recent data collected (i.e., beginning in 2000) by the NPS and
U.S. Geological Survey on the TRNP elk population to assess the influence of elk
on native plant communities. Doing so would also address the plan/EIS's
speculation that "larger populations of elk could, over the long-term, negatively
affect plant communities and other resources as a result of overgrazing. Large elk
populations could also negatively affect other herbivores present in the South Unit
by competing for forage".

The Science Team evaluated the forage allocation model and determined that the
appropriate elk population in the park should be 100 to 400 elk. The forage
allocation model provides a starting point for management. Per the
recommendations of the Science Team, populations larger than 400 have the
potential to quickly grow to unsustainable levels that could adversely impact other
ungulates and plant communities in the park. As stated in the EIS, monitoring will
be conducted throughout the life of the plan to better determine the effect of elk on
the park’s vegetation, and whether the appropriate range for the population
continues to be between 100 and 400 elk.

VS4000 - Visitor Conflicts And Safety: Impact Of Proposal And Alternatives

Concern ID:

CONCERN

22442

One commenter stated that the Draft Plan/EIS does not sufficiently address the
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STATEMENT: safety issues related to implementation of alternative B and visitor safety within the

park.
Representative Quote(s): Corr. ID: 376 Organization: The Humane Society of the United
States
Comment ID: 94795 Organization Type: Conservation/Preservation

Representative Quote: Perhaps more importantly, the Draft EIS describes the
significant safety risks the use of volunteer, private hunters as described in
Alternative B would pose to both visitors to and employees of TRNP. See Draft EIS
at 93 ("impacts to employee safety would be long-term, minor to moderate
adverse); id. at 230 ("'[t]he safety of both visitors and NPS employees at [TRNP]
would be affected by implementation of the proposed elk management actions" and
that "[t]hese activities would increase the potential for employee injury and
accidents). The NPS attempts to downplay these impacts by describing its yet-to-
be-developed - and therefore not disclosed to the public for consideration and
comment requirements for firearms use and the skill of the personnel involved but
provides no detail as to how safety risks would be minimized. Furthermore, as
described more fully above, while the Draft EIS states that lethal reduction
activities would take place in the fall and winter, the number of visitors the park
receives during these months is certainly not negligible, the Draft EIS does not
indicate how the NPS plans to ensure that no visitors are in the area while elk are
being shot. While it is easy to close parking lots and post signs, it is not as simple to
close off foot trails that traverse the park and enter onto adjacent land.

Response: The final EIS fully discloses the expected impacts and safety risks to visitors.
Information regarding requirements for firearms use and the skill of involved
personnel has been developed for the preferred alternative and added into the
description of Alternative B in the final EIS. Additionally, as stated on page 63 of
the EIS, the NPS would close areas of the park if needed, providing appropriate
notification to visitors.

WH214000 - Wildlife and Wildlife Habitat: General EIk Management

Concern ID: 22443
CONCERN One commenter questioned what research was conducted prior to 1985 regarding
STATEMENT: the possibility of an excessive increase in elk population as a result of

reintroduction.

Representative Quote(s): Corr. ID: 296 Organization: Not Specified
Comment ID: 95830 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual

Representative Quote: what research was conducted prior to 1985 regarding the
possibility of an excessive increase in elk population as a result of reintroduction?

Response: The planning process that led to the reintroduction of elk to the park included an
Environmental Assessment (Proposed Experimental Reintroduction of EIK into
Theodore Roosevelt National Park, 1984) which considered many aspects of the
park’s habitat and other factors (e.g., depredation issues, effects on other wildlife
and vegetation, etc.). A multi-agency reintroduction approach of elk to the park
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was selected as the preferred alternative with the North Dakota Game and Fish
Dept. and U.S. Forest Service participating. A 1985 Memorandum of
Understanding among these agencies further stated that this reintroduction would
serve as the basis for planning and maintaining a self-sustaining elk population both
inside and outside the park.

WH4000 - Wildlife And Wildlife Habitat: Impact Of Proposal And Alternatives

Concern ID:

CONCERN
STATEMENT:

Representative Quote(s):

Response:

22444

One commenter stated that the Final Plan/EIS should include an analysis of all the
ungulates in the park, and how elk management actions may impact them.

Corr. ID: 370 Organization: The Wildlife Society - North Dakota
Chapter
Comment ID: 95115 Organization Type: Conservation/Preservation

Representative Quote: The Final EIS should include a discussion of the
relationship of all the ungulates in the South Unit and how that relationship will be
impacted by the elk reduction effort.

Ungulates besides elk are discussed throughout the EIS, including in Chapter 3:
Affected Environment. Page 139 of the EIS discusses the diet of all ungulates in
the park, and their overlap with elk. In addition, page 143 provides more
information about other ungulates that could be affected by elk management
actions. The analysis of impacts to these ungulate populations is provided in the
Other Wildlife and Wildlife Habitat section of EIS chapter 4. Additional
information has been incorporated in response to this comment.
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impucds need Lo be ratified by expericnes and testing the results, we believe that 1he
stedies and discussion presented suppoa the conservative goals of 100 minimum 1o 400
maximum set out in the DEIS, and are suitahle for tesing this manggement plan dunng

=

’Eﬁsl North Dakota Chapter
% THE WILDLIFE SOCIETY |

PO, BOX 1442 + BISMARGH, ND 53500

Yaleric MNaylor, Superintendert
Thecdore Roosevell Mational Park
P.0O. Bax 7

Medora, Morth Thakota 58645

He: Elk Management Plan and Draflt Eavironmental Impact Statement,
Theedore Rovsevell National Park

Dear Superintandent Naylor

Thiz letter iz provided in regard to the National Park Service request for conumests on
Drraft Envirenmental Impact Statement{DEIS) for the management of slk within the south
wnil of Theodors Roosevall Mational Tark [TRNP). The North Dakota Chapter of The
Wildlifis Suciedy*(Chipter) apprecites (b Park Service's willingness 1o seck public -
mput and provide the opportunity to comment on this imponant issue. Our Chapter
supports the Park Service's effonts (o manage the elk population at TRNP compatible
with its other resources.

We have reviewed the IETS and the altermtives selected for ol herd monagement, and
provide the following comments,

Tha six specific alternatives presented represant a range of aplions (o evaluate and
accomplish the goal of elk berd redoction, In addition thers 15 adeguate explanation of
limitations and regsoming for not acting on other options. Cur comments congider the
unigque conditions and integrity of the TRINP, and are bazed in principle upon the proven
tenets of the North American Model of Wildlife Conservation (INAMWC), The seven
CONTPONEnts af the KAMWE are as follows: (1} wildlife must be manpged 1y a Pu'IJ,Ij,,L:
trust resource, (2] elimination of markets for wildlife, (3) the ollooption of wildlite by
law, (4} wildlifi: cun only be killed for legrivmaie purposes, (5) wildlife are considered a
national and international resource, (&) science is the proper tool for discharging of
wildlife palicy, and {7) oppartanity for 21l and the democracy of the hunt. Much of this
mixdel is based upon the writings of the founder of the National Park Service and the
namesakee of the park, President Theodors Rocsevell

The south unit of TRNP is an administrative unit surrounded by private and public lands.
Eli mave into and cul of the park. The proposed desired condition of 2 “lightly grazed
gystem” in THNP recognizes the need to balance use by all enimal groups wsing the
grazsland ecosystem. Since the proposed elk herd goals are predictive and the resulting

Dedicated to the wise vee of oll natural retources

the proposed project plan life of 15 years. The effectiveness of these goals will be
identified through careful monitoring and management as deseribed in the DELS.

We have reviewed the allermnatives presented in the DEIS. Allamative B, Disect
Reduction with Firearms, and Alternative C, Roundup and Futhanasiz, have proven track
records at the park and in ol cirapmstances, giving credibility as realistic eliematives,
Alternative D, Testing and Translocation, is uol a viable oplion because there 15 curmently
o definitive five test for Chronie Wasting Disease (CWD) in elk. Alternative E, Hunting
Dutsde the Park, docs not seem practical due fo the difficulties in obtaining landowner
and agency acceptance, and the lack of experience in accomplishing this type of action

Bascd on our roview, we believe that Allermative C, Roundup and Eothanasio is the best
alternative 1o aecomglish the TRNE elk manngement objedive and should be selected s
the preferred aliermtive. The Purk Service has cxperience in conducting this tvpe of
operation, it is the mos efficient and timely of all the allernatives, and it mipimizes
complications with the unknowns associated with other aliernatives such as weather
delays, carcass remaval issues, access to elk in badlands topography, adjecent land cwner
peceptance, and fength of time w accomplish. Furthes, it allows the most precise
upportumty o select which individual animals will be reteined or removed from the herd
Lo et e goals

As described in Allernative F, fartility control agents would be used for maintenance of
the el herd once the initial herd reduction has been scoomplished, As deseribed in the
EIS, this Alternative would be wsed if and enly when suitable agents are developed that
meet the criteria detailed in the DEIS. Curreatly the use of immunacontraceplives i not
a wiahle option for use on the elk herd and until rescarch proves that sccepteble aacals
aml delivery systems are availuble, ihe Purk Service should not consider this Alternative
a5 & management tool. Should new research be developed that makes this Alternative
more viable, close coardinarion with the North Dakota Game and Fish Department wad
{he Warth Dekota Board of Animal Health will he necessary to nssure that any fisture
praposed wse is within state regulations and accepled scence,

A timely and efficient mitial reduction in ek numbers will lessen the chance of
dispersing ¢lk on to private land and causing problams for neighboring ranchess. Lo the
extent it is compatible with the stated poals, bulls should not be put down, but relepsed
back into the park, By focusing the redustion on ihe fomale segment of the population,
encess sulellite bulls will likely continue te wander our of the park, thereby giving
hunters the oppartunity to have access 10 harvest these animals. Between 1999 and
Jaruary 2007 anly eight to sixleen cows were hurvested anoually ouside the park.
Therefore, it is our opimon tht an initial redection of cows from the park may have
minge influence on hunting opporurities outside the park. Tt would seam that there will
be an oppenunity to experiment with managed sex ratios theough reduction alleroatives.



A discussion of the pretreatment ratios and the logic and propasals for nios in the
planned reduction goals | 100-4007) should be included in the TRIS,

Addhicnally, the reproductive performance of cervids varies with age and condition
Younger females tend to produce more female calves thun older females. Therefore by
selectively remaoving vounger cows, paticularly calves and yearlings and releusing the
older cows the fecundity of the herd may be reduced fram 0.6 female calves per cow to
pechaps O 4 female culvis per cow (Cluttoa-Brock ctal 1982, Red Deer: behavior and
ecology of two sexes. University of Chicago Press, Chicogo, 1, Tahle 8.1% It should be
noted that ted deer end elk are the same spacies (Cerves efaping, This drop in fecundity
could further limit the growth rate of the herd and the frequency and soope of fujure
MENEECment actions

The section an Adaptive Management offers flesibility to adapt 1o changing conditions
and new information. Regardless of the Preferred Allernative selected we recommend
that the Purk Servics keep apen, though adaplive management all possible apticns,
mecluding the option to use any or parts of the other identified Alternatives in combination
iy augment or strenglhen the selected management action for the elk herd. Adkerence 1o
this principle will lead to the most effective management of ¢lk in the TRNP A
discussion of the potential to combine Altermstives should be ireluded in the Final EIS.

Adherence 1o the federal moralodum on transponting live elk cutside the TENP for
release should be mamtained. Fischer and Davidson (2005 Reducing Risk Factors for
Disease Prollems Involving Wildlife. Transactions of the 7% North American Wildlifa
and Matural Respurce Conference. Pages 289-309), identificd translocation of native and
exclic wildhify, eaptive propagation of wildlife, and high fenee enclosures as three of the
top five risk Bactors associated with the spread of diseases such as Chranic Wasting
Disease ard tuberculosis in wildlife, Bt should be noted that Des. Fischer and Davidson
are the director and assistant director of Southeastern Center for Wildlife Diseases ot (e
Umiversity of Georgia. Tn addition t the above mentioned disease concerns, privaliztion
of wildlife, either directly oo thiough seeondary actions, runs counter to the wnets of
Nernth American Model of Wildlife Conservation. We support the commitment in the
DIEIS to donate all elk met to Lndian Tribes, nan-profit groeps, or State snd Federal
Agencies. This commitment by the Park Service assuses the disposition of meat 1o be
used in the stated public interest and not commereially sold,. Where practival, e hides
and antlers should also be made available to Indian Tiibes and other public sourees,
There should be established agreements with donation recipients tha seeondary transfers
et in the public interests would not be allowed

Aeeording the 2005 178, census data more than 73,000 Narth Dakotans live in families
below the poverty fine (312,830 for a two-person howsehold, 2005 U5, Census data)
Recently the Morth Dekota Community Action Assocation (NDCAA) conducted 2
survey of food pantries arauad (he stute. When 2sked how much venison these panimies
eould use immediately, the result wus a staggering 71,000 pounds (o approsimately 400
cow elk). The commitment 10 CWID testing, and the usa of non-toxic bullets or
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aczeptable euthonasio methods should assure that danated meat will ree! feder
inspestion standerds,

Commtment to CWD vesting for sach animal removed from the Park 18 essential.
Addnionally, complete hiological informetion stored in these enimals needs 1o be
callected and processed. Ealremely valuable information such as age specific
reproductive performance, growth rates, baseline blood and tissue testing for trace
element and disease screenings, genctics, and parasite loads should all be considered for
evaluation. The appartunity 1o colles! such o complete set of information oa this species
should not be kst Wa recammend el Che Park Servige coordinate with agencies and
arganizaticns interested m elk health o dentify opportunistic health data needs, and to
the extend pracical, incomporate the collection of that Information during the berd
reduction at the TRNP.

Thark you for this apportunity 1o participale in the process. We hope owr comtnenls are
viewed as constreetive aml will lead 10 o long e solution 1o Bk marapement at TRNF

*The Morth Dakowa Chapter of The Wildlife Society is g state chapter of parent The
Wildlife Socigty. Our membership is made up of ever 300 waldlife professionals and
natural resource specialists, Cur mission is to provide a forum for discussion of
ceological ismes, enable our membership (o pursue conservation of North Dakotu's
natural resourees, and provide sciemifically sound infarmation concermng the wise use of
najural resources in suppart of 4 conservation ethic,



Specific comments [or inclusicn in the FETS:

Piv, i-’rcﬁsrrud and Environmentally Prefered Allernntive. An explanation of how the
P“'"lf Service will wse (e comments received to identify the Prefenred und
Enviranmentully Preferred Alternative sheuld be included in the FEIS.

£.17. The Final ELS should include a discussion of the relationship of all the ungulates in
the South Unit and how that relationship will be impected by the elk reduction effori,

P. _I:qu An explanation of the logic and benefits for leaving carcasses in the field should be
incleded

Alternative Methods: In each of the Allenatives that requine more than one season 1o
actomplish, the Park Service should evaluste the complicstion for achieving the objective
by the increqase in diffieulty from elk learing to avoid the management action, and the
reduced opportunity essociated with smaller herd aumbers in each succeeding year

Alternative B, Direct Reduction by Firearms, Remove the restriction that the
managemant actions can oaly be conducted during daylight kours. Based on the
exparience of the sharpshooters, equipment available, and the difficulties wssuciated with
wllegting the amimals, all practical rechnigues should he on the Lable,
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superonenlen

‘Treodore Roosevelt Maticnal Park
ol pox

Mednra, WD SB6A5-00007

e Dhall FIx Managoment Flas
Dhzan Sugseiinieden

L am wrizing on beiiii of Dacotan Chaprer of the Siera Cini (L gy reghroingg (s
Thall Bl Managemvem FlanTaovitoninental iinpact Siatenem (Plan). The Chaprer baz
pawn guively InvEived i Lirsaione Rocseveil sanonal Park (Park) nianageinenn isses
Tow many years, Our mpmaens ofien recreae ai tie Fack, both individually and a5 a group
e CRBRTET 15 GPPOSEO W0 #Ky LT TANaEEmen nesnaive thar aiiows poinic
recreattonal bunring in the Park, Pubiic recreational huntimg within Fark boundies is
incompativie with oniver BSIEe and Sanciionod WeCs 1 the IFark amd 15 ImconsIsweny winn
exisling laws, paficics, repuiations, amd case bw regarding public uns in wnitz of (e
Meaminnal Park Aysienn e assiranes of visior safery would be severely compromised it
lustimgg wathan g Pak was incivded as e of e proposed elk maragement plan
Famitics Irving 1o njoy 10e Furk us ey Duve SsIee IS Meepien SHous noL iave w0 e
widly (b inescasest (rafic and noise associaned with hunting activities of worry aboul
OO W eI Dalies S O miles gway Rigin 00w e '3 ¥ 2eives A% 4 place Tof
the nom-fumting puibiie (o cojoy e ouideors withour cncoamesing ibe uaniing aciiviiies
Fouimd o The SUTFCRITAINE 100 1 BATZS0NNT NETHWHT COrasstands, Ay COriinmn oF 1wk
vigitaticn in order 1o Bacilivare recrcationsl unting iz wholly unacocpable. The Chapuer is
2150 Very CONCermEa about the precedent, Wirh regards 10 oleT AEOTAL Parks, sl wiskid
b st i public roercational nenting is allowed within the Park

Ul CREPIE] SEpea s A Ter v T TeSTIE I | CHNNHAC AL T W e il
mesl the objectives of reducing ok numbers and mainaining a viable population while
HEEITING QUATTY VISIGOF eXperisces anid sibesing 1o exisping inws, policies, and
reguiations,

Thianik you fuor e cppos Tumily Do comimeni wa iz guupmes.
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Ksrthern Geest Pladng Frogram
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Themdone Romseweh Mational Park

Draft £k Masagement Pan/Emvisonmental Imgact $latement
Artn: Decument ID- 25353

rO.Box7

Bledara, ND SRALS-000T

submitted via
hetp:/fparkplanning.nps.gov/commentForm.cim?park B= 167 &projectiis 106338 documentid=2 5353

barch 9, 2009

Dear dupennbendent:

On behalf of Werld Wikdhfe Fund's (WWF] 1.1 millan members natiomwide, we thank you for the
nppartunity to comment on the Theadore Roasevelt National Park Draft Flk Mansgement Plan and
Emviranmental Impact Statement (Plan/EIS). WWF is 8 nan-profit organization dedicated ta the
conservation of blodwersity using the best vailab'e sclentific knowledge and warking at all levels from
Iocal to ghobal to effect consarvation goals.

WWE reoammends that the Park utifize other metheds besides hunting to contral its olk population i
Thegdare: Reasevelt National Park (TRNP), Whilz WWF does not oppose regulated hurting, hinting
willhin TRNP, au n afl Nadioral Parks, ralses considerable concern due to the grofowed el fects it will hiee
on wisiter expanence, “commoditization” ef park resources, and effects oo the genetic trajectonies af the
elk thernselves, For exarr ple, recent work has highlighted that in typical kunted poputatians large
reproductive animals are selected for, are physcally sraller, and repraduce earlier than populations
which e culled under random selection processes (Darimont et al. 200%). Hunting has historically been
regarded as counter e the Natkanal Park Sarvice’s guiding prmmpl!i
(httoy/Fenanw, 105 o/ abautus fmission.htm) fer these and other reasans. The National Fark Service's
mission |5 “to presarve and protect the natural resources, processes, systams, and values of units of the
natignal perk system in an unimpaired condition to perpetuate their inherent integritg and to provide
present and future generations with the appartinity to enjoy therm.” (Mational Park Servies 2008), TRNP
follows general Mational Park Serdre [NPS) policy stases that “all wildife i pratected inthe parrk and
cannit be banted, led o baressed,” which was gstabished ata time when the pressure from speeial
Flarusts was much more demaonding than in teday's society.

Giwer the broad range of alernslives availabie for managing TRNF's &l poputation, we see ra valid
reason for lethally reraving ¢l from the park witk firearrms (i, alternative Bl We recommiend that
testing af Chronie Wasting Diszase be completed and reviewed sa thal tramdocitions can be reinstated
[aBeenative Bf in Beu of controversial hunting of ekt witkin TRN® boundaries. We alse recommend the

1



ki instate the fo lowing sctions: (1) contimee elk and vageration manitaring; (2} cont nue ssarching for
elk hunting opportunities outside of TAMF {ie. altemative E); and (3] Update the 1993 forage-aliocation
maode] with recone data collected (i.e., beginning o 2000) by the NPS and U5, Geoluglcal Survey on the
TRNP elk population to assess the Influence of elk on native plawt communties. Doing so would ako
address the olanfE15s speeulation that "harger populations of el could, over she long-term, negatively
affect plait communities and araer resources 3s a result of ovargrazing. Lasge elk papulations could also
negatively atfect ather herbivores present in thee South Unit by competing Tor farage”,

The policies of the NPS reflect the public’s desire te see a semblance of the matural world, There ara
virlually no ather protected aress in North Dekota where el occur and can be abserved by the public
for thelr enjopment, and that ee st in 2 near natural state, other than in TRNP, We racomend that
TRMNF horar the resgansibility it hie e maintaining and protecting wildife In TRNP.

Wi Further ack thar If the TRNP selects Aternative B, that hunting be roned away fram core el refugla
within the Park [clesed areas) and well away from places where visitor conflicts might ariss.

Wi thank you for the oppertunity to commentl. Please contect us il you have any questions.

Sincerely,
&
c?&#{ (M }' ..1:1 Ly gh,]
L
Steve Forrast Kristy Bly
Marager of Restaration Stmnce Program Binloght
Litgrature Cited

Dariment, C.T., 5.0, Carlson, MLT. Kinmsen, P.C. Paguel, T.E. Reimchen, and ©.C. Willmers. 2006,
Proceedings of the Nstiong! Academy of Sciances of the Uaited States of America, 106 852 .54

Natsanal Park Service, 2006, Kational Pare Sardice Mansgemant Policies. 167 pages,
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Valerle Waylor, Superintendent
Theodore Hoosevelt National Park
Box 7 .

Medora, Mardh Dakota S8645
Feg T01-623-1840

Ie:  Commenis vn Draft Ellc Manzgement Flun sud Environmenta)
Impact Statement for Theodore Roosevelt National Park

Dear Superinendent Naylor:

Safiri Club Intermadional and Safad Club Intersationnl Foundation (SCI and
SCIF) submit thesa comments in responss to the Draft Elk Management Plan and
Bavirommental Impact Statement (Plan) for Theodore Roasevelt Naticnal Park (TRNF),
SC1 and SCLY stropgly recommend that the NPS adopt “Altemative B; Direct Reducton
with Fircarms™ gs {he Plan’s preferred alternative and that the NPS wilize the
participation of qualified voluntsers to carry out the direct reduetion of elk: with firearms,
ACT and ROIF have significant coneem that the drafl planning decaments made availuble
for public review und comment suggest that TRNF and the National Park Service (NPS)
are relying on innccurnte information in their svaluation of the rols that the hunting
comamumity can pley in wildlife managernent on this park and gthers within the National
Park System.

Clah ati and i i ndatin

_ Sefuri Club Infemational, a nonprefit IRC § 501(c)(4) corporation, hus
epproximately 55,000 members worldwids, imcinding many whe live in the areas
surrounding Theadaore Roosevelt Mutionn] Park and/or recreate within and in areas
surrounding the park. These members are qualified 1o assist as vohiters and ageats of
the NS andfor the siate of North Dakota in the effort to reduce the perk’s elk population.
SCL's mizsioag indlude the conservation of wildlife, protestion of the hunter, and
education of the public concening lnnting 2d its use 46 & conssrvation 1ol. Safari Club
Inserations] Foutdution is o nonprofit IRC § 501(e)(3) corporation. Irs missions are 4o
fund and munage worldwide programs dedicated to wildlife conservation, outdoor
education and lnueanilarian services, SCLand SCIF are currently participating in
lifigation in federat calurt in Colorads to defend the purticipation of qualified volunteers
in the cull of elk on Recky Mountain Wationsl Perk, In addition, we have reviewsd and
commented on this issue o seveieal Natiduul Purk Service wildlife management pluns
througheut the coumtry, T “ o

Coo L Bafrs Chub Dsternntionsl - Washiniston DC Oy
002 Shest; ME, Washingtem, BC 20002 « Fhone 200 553 §733 « Fax 302 143 120 » e, sufasielub. org
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@ i e P Yolunterrs in rk Servic
Wildlife Munapement

SCI and SCIF recopnize that the MPS bus concluded that its reanlations and
policies make it impossible for the park to wiilize regulated hunting 1o reduce the park’s
el papuilation. Alfkough SCIand SCIF dispute tht this application of las and plicy is
the wizest vse of available conservation and munagement resources, 507 and SCTE will
focus their review of the Plan on the NPS's nsseasment of the partieipation of guslified
volunizers in managing the elk population on TRNP, .

The drafters of the TRNP Elk Plan appeer to comeotly recogrize thas the 1se of
qualified volunteers as sharpshooters wonld not constitute a “hont” and would vor violate
aniy stetutss, regulations or policies npplicable to National Parke. As $C1 angd SCIF,
together with ether spurtsmen’s organizations, wrote o then NPS Dircetor Mary Bomer
on March 19, 2007: ) '

We believe that the National Park Servica can wse qualified hunters to Lelp
mumage perk wildlife, in methods similar 1o those thel the Servios lns
mmplemented through its own stalf or through contract sharpshooters, The
use of qualified members of the hunting comoyunity can be supported
ecologeally, econmnically, socially, politically and lepally, Tt will also
“help the Service fulfill its obligations o protect park resouees and
property, particlarly where averpopulation ungulates have daetroyed
habitat for other wildlife species. .
In support of that meommendation, SCT and SCIF ptovided Dirvetor

Bomar with a lagal analysis of why members of the lunting community may
esaist in reducing oversbundar wildlile popilations on national park Jands. ‘That
mnalysis included the following poims: L T '

1. Mothing in the statutes, regulations und policies that establish the
awthority of the Matienn] Perk Service preveat the NP3 from utifizing -,
members of the hinting cemmunity 1o assist an indjvidual park andior the
stute wildlife management authority in meneging, culling o redueing an
overabundant wildlife population on perk land, rotich g3 the NPS has used
professional sharpshooters. - - .- ) co

2. The National Pack Service Organic Act prants the Seorclary of the Interior .
the authority to provide “in Lis discretion” for the destruction of such
animals or such plant life w muy be detrimantal to the use of my of said
packs, monumenis, of reservations, 16 1504, § 3, .

3. The repulations that the Seeretary of the Inferior bus promulpated for the
purpae of pilministering the Mational Pack System do nat pealibii the . -

» ' _ Bafiri Club Erternstistsl - Waabdngton Ie Office
008 3™ Stresy, HE. Washizgtun, DO 20002 » Prone 2A2 503 8737 » Fag 700 443 1305 wong jefisiclub.org
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Secrenary of & ['ark Superimendent from managing o park's overubundant
wildlife wsing individuals from the hmting community as a wildlifs
management resorce. Allhough there are regulaions, such.gs 36 CRE. §
1.2, that restrict huating activities on WPS lands, those rules da not apply
Lere. The WFS has pertinent regulations that permit the NP3 and its
ageats o condust activilics mece i counteract threals Lo park
resounces. For example, 36 CFR. § 1.2 specifically stwics that

(.-_!}T'Fur- ragulations M.I'.‘I.tvlﬁﬂ?d in parts 2 through 5, pant 7,
and part 13 of this sectivn shull niot be constreed 1o prohibit
admintstrative activities conducted by the Mational Park
Service, of ils ugents, in atvordande with approved peneral
manageiment and rediurces management plans, of in
emergensy aperations involving theeats to hife, property or
park resolinees, g

4. Similarly, NI'S Management Policies do pod prevent the NPE from
utilizing qualifisd volunteers — most offen members of the Tunting
communily -- a5 agents of the NPS or state wildlife management authority
for & culling (2.g., non-hunting) opemtion. For sxomple, policy provision
4.4.2.1, entitled “NPS Actions Tha! Remove Native Plants and Animals®
auhnowledges the Service's use of “others to remove planis or animals”
bt does not restrict the temm Yothers™ to inchude only poad sharpshoolers,
The same palicy provisions recognizes the vse of "destruction of animals
by aithorized agents,” but does fet restrict the term “muthorized agents?
exchugively to individnals who are paid for their shurpehooting skills.

5. Members of the uating commmaity should nol be excluded simply
becauge they are willing w volurteer their services to assist the NPS in
wildlie management and becanse they are willing to dispose of their ke
either through persomal use or threugh donation to charities that fasd the
hangry. Paid sharpshooters are not the only individuals available whe
hirve (e shirpshooling skills to cfficiently ke members of e perk's
overabundant dezr population. These volunicers can be managed by NPS
personnél ar altematively perscane] fom the state wildlife management
aitbority, Il is fiscally irespansible to fgnose this valuable wildiifs
management resoures that could potentrally save the NPS and the state
mdllicns of daojlars.

Although the draflers of the TRNP Plan agres with SCI and SCIF fhat the
participution of quelified volunteers inclwding individuals from the hunting community,
constitites 4 legally supportalile strategy for wildlife management on the park, SCIand
SCIF perorive inuppropriste resistance in the Plan (o this strategy.  This resistance is

Bnfari Clsb foteynationsl - Washingten TG Offics
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demonstried in the unrealisiie eoot enalysis thet the drafters apply to lethal remoyval
strategies and 1o {ue participation of yualified volunteers in this propossd allesative,

For “Alternative B: Direct Redoction with Firearms" the Plua's deafters project
exorbitant per elk remsoval costs of 3500 for the first five yeurs and $550 for the
remaining fen years of (he plan’s duration. It appears that this estimate atsumes that
lethal remaevel will be conducted by NPS personnel andfor independent conlmetor
shorpehooters. SCTand SCIF ses no reasonable documentation in the plun to fustify these
per elk extinutes, It also appers thal the NFS assumes thet the wilization of qualified
worfuntesrs will add to this eost, mter than reduce it .

Reszarch on bethal remeval of wildlife with tha assiztance of qualified volunteers
demonstrates the strategy o ba eafi, afficient and sconomical, For sxample, Jete
eallected by the Mew Jersey Dupuriment of Fish und Gume roveals that the we of
volunteers, even when compared 1o professional sharpshouting contractors, is an efficient
and cost-cffective population reduction toal. For the last 13 years, the State of Mow
Jezsey has boen using volunteers tram the hunting comemumity for deer munagerent, On
Watchnng Resarvation in Union Counly Wew Jersey, huncing has been probibited since at
least 1900 and the deer population has fisen significantly, resulting in damage to
vegetation and increazed vehicle accidents on the reads surrounding the Reservation, In
1994, the Counry established a prosram using qualificd valunteers from the hunting
conunnity to reduce the deey pupulalion. Voluntess hunters qualify for the program via
a marksmanship test aod wre stationed in predeteroyined locations in the Reservation,
Deer ere pursuzd over bait, In the firgt year of the program, over u four day peried, %2
wolunteers remnoved BE dear. The has continued m every yea: bue 2002, with
sienilar steeess, During 2006-2007, 12 qualified volunzeers fram the hunting community
removed T decr during 2 days. The cost per desr removed in 2006-2007 was bebween
555 and 565, The per deer costs are attribitable almast entirely o butchering fees. The
program his resulied in thousands of pounds of veaison podng w food hanks, Velunteers
who participate al leasi ong and one half days in the program are given 20 Ibs of venison
in recognition of their efforts. Further information about this project and New Jersey"s
Community Besed Dieer Management Program, is available from the Mow Jersey

Deparment of Fish and Game. Shwrwrwe sl wa ldlife

The suceess of the Watchung Reservation effor has prompted Wewr Jerszy o
ingtinwe a similar program in Essex County a1 the South Mountnin Reservation, using 15
qualified volunteers from the hunting commumnity. Ry eomparison, sther Mew Jersey
Tewnships have epted 1o pay contract sharpshooters to reduce their deer herds. . Their
costs are significantly higher thun the $55 to 363 per deer being paid at the Wuichung and
South Mountain Reservations, oo ) "

SCT emd SCIF peknowledge that thers are likely to be differcnces barwean olk
culling iv TRNE and dear culling on public lads in New Jersey. Nenethelaas, the
evidence compiled by thoge who bave operated culls of wildlife using quelified
voluntesrs demonstrates coms far less than these projected by the drafters of TRINE's

Sulari Club Iateroutionnl Waghingtos DG Office
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Plan. SCT and S8CIF highly recommend that TENP consult with Daniel I, Beraer,
Director of (e Union Cointy Division of Park Plasning and Maintenance, who
developed Unign County®s Deer Management Program for Watchung Bescrvalion,
Rather tham olTer prejections tased on conjecture, the drafters of TRNP's Plan steald
consylt with these who have an expertise in successfilly operating culls utilizing the
participation of qualified volunteers,

SC[ und SCIF ngte that the drafiers of the TRNP plan saw it to prepere ued
include & specidl Appendix "I 1o deminnstrate the “additional costs ussociuted with
using skilled valuntesrs* The fact that the NES chose to wmalyze in detail the cost of a
strztegy not devoted to aoy of the Plan’s other proposed alteraatives sugrests that the
Plan'y drafiers we parposefully isolating the panicipation of volunteers and documenting
1 hasis for rejecting this stratepy, even before giving e public the opportanity to
comment. If the Plan is to be o fir exuminotion of aliematives, the coge of ather
strategies chould be subjected to similar serutiny,

The fact that the WPS devates such serutiny (o the cosls assoeiated with the
participation of qualified volumeers does, however, reveal some of the questiorahle
assumplions upon which the drafters” estimates are hased. For exemple, 801 und SCIF
question whether it is realistic o assume that TRNP's Public Relstions Offieer will be
required to devote half his or et time for approximately 1/3 of the year wach year, and al]
of his o biex e for b weeks of the year 1o the participation of skilled volunteers, SC1
and SCIF also question the need for Direct Raduction Team Leaders io devote 40 hours
per week for 12 weeks each year to this strategy or for Law Enforcement Officers to be
necded for 40 hours per week for the 12 weeles that thie enll is being conducted. 5CTand
SCIF wre awars that Rocky Mountain National Park bes recently conducted its first ek
cull using groups consisting of veluntesrs, NPS personnel and representatives from
Coloredo®s Wildlife Division. These teams pasticipated in culling eperetions for &
limited rumber of hours sach day before the majonly of visitors ardved at RMNP. AL
EMNP, the colling teuns, including NP8 personnel, hardly devoted full duys. let alone
full weeks, ta these culling activities, Atmost, the culling adtvities consumed a fow
hewes of ench NP8 s employee’s work week, 50T and 2CTF conelode thet the personmel
costs projecied by the draficrs of TRNPs plan are irnendously overblown by
eatnperizon o the way a eull is actuelly conducted on a National Park, -

In eddition, the enalysiz doss not make clear whether and to what extent Narth
Dakota's state persorme! and hodget will comtritute wo this efforr. The way Appendix D
is drafted minkes it appoar that NPS personnel will be handling this wffort independently.
Thet ssenario ignores, for example, the role that the Colorade Division of Wildlife Played
Lo the RMNF elk: calling effort — in training, supervision ste, Without considering the
costs and respousibilities wssumed or abeorbed by state padficipation, TRNT'= plan 2 not
biaseed wpon » realistic analysis of the sramgy. : )
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Perhaps the most egregious flaw in the cost assessment is that the analysis fails to
take into acceunt the faot that volunteers will seplace paid sharpshootars wnd NPS
persopnel; both o the setua) ke of the ol ond in reldevel ood setnoval of clk carepsses,
1 volumiesrs purtivipate, the NPS will ool Jsve o puy independent coblzebors and wall )
require fir less WIS personnel time for the oulling activities. The feilure to scknowledps
this savings vndermines the credibility of the entire cost enalysis.

Without considering altornotives, the Plan appears to mondaie the overall use of
nen-lead amroumition for clk managenent, SCI and SCIF are aweare of & recent.MNows
Release from the National Park Ssrvlcs announcing the agency’'s decislon mo adopt a
systam-wide policy for the use of non-lead ammunition. The NP3 aunwunced this policy
without formal notive or an opportumtly for public comment, aod without diszussion of
alternptives, The etteropl tn irnplement thiz policy in the TENP Flan, without glving the
public the appormunity fo consider altemative stratepies and 1o comment on this isaue is
an innppropriate use of this wildlife management plan. 8CT and 3CTF thersfore strongly
recommend that either the NPE comduct 2 more formal public netice and comment
process before sttempting 1o adopt this approach sveem-wide, or that within individual
plans the NP3 address this strategy as an alternative, mther than a forsgons conclusion
aned allons the ]Juhhx; to congider and ammlmumn:ty of altematives w this stratemy,

wndistent Approsch o ‘W"ldliﬁ ment

S and SCLY also quastion the Man's reference to “Humane Management
Actiona” dictated by the American Society of Mammalagisis® ﬁuulchnm The Plen
offers no indicaton a8 o why the NP3 hes adopted these spacific principlés. To SC] and
SCTF s knowledge, the NPS policies deo not peferto thise guidelines, SCTand SCIF -
would cantivn the drafters of this plan against arbitrary reliinee upon plidalines that have
rot been vetted For NPS use by the public, At the very leist, $CLagd SCIF revommend
that the NES specily, in detuwil, the el mlc.uta ofths g'u.nd:lmni u]:ﬂu which the drafiers
intend te rely.

8CI nnd BCIF Iu.\-': commented recenily on teveral diffarant wildlifs mumgmmg
plens for National Parks, incliding Catoctin Mountain Natiorisl Pack snid Rocky -
Mountain Mational Park, each of which has offersd its uwn lique reference to “humene”
lethal removal srategies, ‘Sines opinions differ on whet constitutes “humane” meatment
of wildlife, SCT and BCIF are concemed that the lack of spécificity conld make it sasy for
the mindset of some - potentially those who know little fo nothing abbis wildlife or
wildlife management — o dietare the mouner in whish the NP5 reduces avm]:npuhhmm
of elk on TRNF londs. The inconsistency of the NPS approach uiakes l!uz- JERIC
vulnembie 1o abitrary application of this suhjac-uw prinlple for wildlife madagement,
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In summary, SCI and SCIF recormmend that the MPS adopt Alternative B as the
preferred alternative, wilizing the participation of qualified volurtsers in the lothal
removel of TRNFs elk. [n addition, SCT and SCIF sengly recommend that the NES
eorrect its unrcalistic and groundless estimate for the cost of willlzing qualified voluntems
and that the XP5 conduct imporiant research, based on consultation with thosa opemiing
such programs, 1o best determine the sl necurate costs for carmying out such ralegies.

Pleass contact Anme Seidmun , o Thoug Buntin

(bl safoncloborg), or gt 202-543- FI?H if wony have any questions or we ean
provide any firther usgistence,
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National Parks Conservation Association

March 18, 2009

Superintendent Valerie Naylor
PO, Box 7
Mesdora, NIF 38645-0007

Dear Superintendeant Maylar:

On behalf ol e National Parks Conservation Association, we sppreciale the opportunity to
comment on the THRO Draft Flk Management PlanEavironmenty! Impact Statement (JETS),
Sinee 1919, NI'CA has been the leading voice of the Amencan peopls in protecting and
enhancing our Nalional Park System, working together with cur 340,000 members 1o preserve
our pedicon ' s madural, historical and cultaral heritage for our children and grandchildren. NPCA
has o longstonding interest in issues involving manggemen ul purk wildlife, hoth inside mational
parks and ou adjavent lands, and we are paticelosly interesied in the successfil resolution 1o the
management issues surrounding THRO eik,

NPCA understands the seemingly poor aptions that the THRO s left with to address an apparent
abundance of elk, coupled with significant habitm challenges ind the looming threat of CWT,
While we do ot believe that any af the deseribed ultematives B-F [ully uphalds NP8 pulicy and
regulations, we do apree with the seienee-based conclusions that the park®s elk population in the
south uail lies exeesded scological carrving capacity and agree that action 15 wareanted.

MPPCA believes that as a temporary measure, the largeted culling of elk within THRO, munnyged
by the NP5 and carried out by qualified federal employees and authworized ngems, for the
purperaes aof reducing ecological impacts en other park resources. mus only be dene when
eoupled with o lenger term plan that will eliminale the need for such in-park culling activity. We
do not believe any of the action altcrslives clearly addresses these concemns.

Llimination of Public Tunting as an alternative

MPCA supports the decision fo eliminate public horting as an altermative for famher
consideration. We helieve that such a decision would be inconsistent with NPS-related laws,
palicies, regulations and case Law regnrding public kunting in national parks.

Aﬂsgh'w: Management
NIMCA supports the plan’s comunitment W using adaptive management a1 a tool to guide future

acticn and management by tlee NPE, We believe this is especially critical as it relaes 1o gaining
an accurate understanding ol range condition, seeurate population and prowth rule estimanes and
{o payure thet management aclions are having the desired beneficial effeet on ather park

o RECEIVED

Natiowal Parks Conservation Association
Mo rn v e REGsONAL OFRcE
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Rensonable ran liernatives

NPCA does not believe that THRO provided the public with a rensonable range of aliermstives
fromm which to review progesed aclions and environmental unpacts. ALl sction alternatives
fcased almost exclusively on ireating the symplom of the problem—high oumbers of clk,
withowt rigorously explenng or wddressing the scrual problem itself-—lack of adequate seasanal
und vear-round habitat, All action alternatives proposed varying ways to remove a sigaificant
portion of the elk population oves the Tifetime of th: praject, while ignoring the leng-term
elhallenges asocinted with managing this «lk papulation.

NPCA prees with the THRO deermination regarding carrying capacity within the south unit,
but we believe that the NEPA document failed ta address the heard of the issue and instead relicd
eatclusively on removing animals from the population. As o resull, we believe that THRO kas
failed to meel NEPA'Ss requizements 1o thoroughly exumine & reasonable range of aliematives.
We therefore request that the final NEPA doeument incorporate the following elements into a
stumd alone altemative or within one of mere of the action altematives:

"1y Commitment to securing additional elk hubitat on sdjecent U5, Forest Serviee lands,

Wi ire aware thut NPS 15 party o an MOLU with the Fores Service and NDGF, and are also
awnre Lhat the LISFS has accepted a request 1o act az a cooperating agency for this EIS. The
LISFS commiment in the MO states: =“Strive to achicve and maintain the desired fulure
cotdition of Grasslands az defined in the Grassland's Plin, while tking 1o eonsideration the
ecosystem capabilities amd matural vorishility of the ares.” While we do eppreciaty tial engoing
corversations and colloborations with the USFS over the vears on this e, neither the MO
nor dhe gpparent cooperating agency stams as part of thiz IS seem to have resulted in significant
action on the Forest Service's pant that would lead to accommodation of additionn] elk on LSS
lands. Further, the dEIS discloses that the condition of the USES e is nod where the agency
wovald 1ike it to he, primarily hevaess of lvesiock grasdng, NPCA believes that it is casential Do
THRO ol TISFS to identify wnd take steps necessary 1 make additional USFS hahitat availabla
to the ¢lx population as an essential componeat of a long-term alk management plan.

Clearly, eonsarvation of this unigue wildlite population is an item of critical significance for both
ugencies. As purt of an altermative that provides for the overall long term health of this el
population, we request that NPS and USFS commit to developing a long term habitat retaration
and management plan tha will resalt in unimpeded access ond habiat svnifehility to THRO elk
on 1ISFS lands.

2} Consider re-establishment of elk on northern park unit

The dEIS dismizses relocation of'elk from the southem unit to the northern unil, repsoning that it
would simply create additional probleme for THRO gn the noh end, Instead of viewing a
healthy and abundant elk population s a Liability, NPCA urges NP S 10 handle the elk
population &% an asset, and as NPS iz required to do.

We strangly urge your consaderation of relecation 1o the north unit, Repgurdiess of where the elk
are located, THREO i confronted with 3 long-term management challenge. In the shert temm, it is
critical thut the park 1denufy additional available habitat first within its cowen jurisdiclion o
provide non-lethal ahernatives for portions of the south unit elk. As with the south umit, we
helieve that a thoughefully considaved long-term plan for elk in the notth unit will help assure



that all uf the park's rescurces are protected and thit clic are rightfully restored to another sl
paorlion of their higraric range.

3) Adjacent landuwners and lecal suthoritles

We encourage NPS (o explore opportunitics w collaboratively work with privaty landowners and
local authorities sdjucent 1o the park to identify apportunities to provide elk habitat on private
ground, While we are familiar with the controversy sarrounding this idca and the nlready
existing concems of park neighbors over erop damage, we believe that ungaing conversations
covald he hereficinl aver the long teem, Though we heliove NPS should cooperate with adjacent
landawners and exploze furire oppertanities to collaburate an privale lund, we récognize that
there ure limittions of NP5 jurisdiction with respect 1o private property. We therefore
wndurstand et any collaboration would be with willing partners, and strongly encourage NPS lo
pursus that course of action

4) Hunting outside the park as a meaus of contralling populutions

MNPCA supports the use of hunting as a management tool cutside purk houndaries. The JEIS
diseusses NDGF efforts to increase hunter larvests on sdijncent lands, and we beliove that s
continugs tor be an effective wol in controlling clk aumbers. Based oa harvest levels disclosed in
the dRIS, it 2ppenrs thet the hunt would be more effective ot reducing elk numbers if it mare
specifically turgeted the female portion of the populalion.

5) Culling vn 2 tempaorary basis

In order 1o protzet other park resoirces, MPCA supports the use of in-park culling ns 1 means to
bring elk numbers back (o within the earmying eapacity of op to 400 nlﬁn the south unil, as
described by the science team in Appendix A, As described in Alternative B, NPS should be the
sole autharity managing the cull, and il must be carried cut by qualified federnl employees and
anthorized agents, us deseribed in Altemative B We note that this culling sctivity must be
eoupled with the abeve-deseribed commitment to developing a long-term plan o provide
additional habitat for elk on park-adiscent public and privane lands thet will eliminare the annual
need fuor o cull within park boundaries, Faiﬂ:.lre 1o conmimit o such a plan and 1o exclosively ely
on killing elk as a mewns o achieve ecological carrying capacity equndes 1o n failere to exhibit
lewdessiup, prodect all park resources and to fully comply with all applizable NPS laws amd
regulations.

Con gEIi?n

On of the Maticanl Parks Conservation Association, T thank you for the apportuniny e
comment on the THRO Elk Management Plan amd JRIS, We sciate the extreme diflionlties
associaned with this management challenge. We request that THRO uses this plan us an
apportanity to protect all resources for hoth thes shart and long term end that THRO conmit
{0 creative thinking on this issue resuliing in o plan that sddresses the core isoue tha: heretefore
has not heen addressed: the need 4 restore and make available additional habitar for ¢lk outside
of ez seuth unit, The seluticn to the corrent dilemmn lies nol in further shrinking the rermmning
remnant wild values in this MPS unil, bul rather in taking decisive strocg steps to restore natural
rhythms i the park and adjacent lands and providing the full compliment of habi s IOy
2 sustain wild and fiee-rowming herds of 2nimals in the region. While this is a more difficult
moad, it is also o road that best aligns with the NPS mission and legal mendates that direct MPS
actions and dacisions.

MNatioual Parks Conservalios Association 3
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On behalf of tha National Parks Canservation Association. we thank vou ﬁ'_ur_lh: vpprarfunily 1o
comment. Flense do not hesitute %o contact one of us dirsctly if you have additional questions ar
need any clarification.

Sincerely,
Lyan MeClure Tony Jewen
Director, Midwest Regional CHfies Serior Directar, Regional Clpenalions
M west Regional Offiee Narthem Rockies Regionel Office
Mutional Parks Censzrvation Association P.0. Box B24
4 South Michigan Ave. Hoeleno, MT 59624
Suire 2500
Chicaga, TT. 60603
&
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March 19, 2008
VIA EMAIL: thre_leromi@nps.gey

Thecdore Roosevelt National TPark, Superintendent
PO Box v
Mednra, North Dakot: S8645

The Vogel Law Firm hos been retained by Billings County to submit comments on the United States
Diepartment of the Interior National Mark Service Draft Gl Management Pla/Eovirommental Impact
Statement Theodore Roosevell National Park, The South Unil of the Theodore Roosevelt Matianal
Fark (YENP) 15 located within Billings County.  The extreme overabundunce of ek being
maintained by the Mational Park Serviee (NPS) his occasioned n sipnificant negative impact on
property owners withim the viginity of the TRNE.

Lmmediate, Aggressive Actlon is Needed

Faorty-seven elk were introduced into the TRNP in 1985 to provide for enhanced visitor experience,
An EIS study reports that the TRNP elk veproduction and survivel rate 15 the absolute highcst
recorded fo- eny elk herd followed. The LIS ‘science team® suggested this elk hend populativn
would remain viable if the elk population were reduced to fewer than 100 animals.  The NPS
edopled o terget pepulation of between 100 and 400 elk as the targed population, Given the level of
depredation on private farmers and renchers end the high reproduction and survival rate of TRNP
ek, Billings County sorongly usges the NP5 to reduce the target level of elk within the TRNF o no
tgre than 100, The 100-400 number is oo vague and lecks a sufficient hard trigger w0 require
imrmediate action o conirol elk population.

Billings County questions the accuracy of the elk population nomber, estimated at 900 elie. The EIS
umelice only reporte the clk census throwgh 2000, otherwise discussing o *curremn’ elk population of
approximately 900 elk, without any reference of whetler thal number was observed in the park in
20035, 2007 or whether ‘current® means 2009. Witlin the next few months, the ¢k numbers will
lkzly jump by another 0% or more to sccount for spring calving, The Final E1S must disclose the
historic anmizl elk censis sinee 2000 and give the most corrent clk oumbers as of the date of the
Fimal EL5. Further, the EIS does not identify whether the 900 elk population number counts onby elk
fourd within the TRNF boundaries, or whether il includes the vast population of elk that reside on
privaie and public lands outside the TRKP, Billings County assumes that the stubed ¢lk population
reflects the mumber o elk located within THNP boundunes on the date of a census.  Again, mane
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infurmation should b included in the Final E1S to accurately portray the elk numbers bodh inside
and pulside the THME. MNPES may clarm thel i 15 only charged with menegng elk within the TEND,
50 it does not need Io identify the population outside of the TRKP, nor discuss the lovel of
depredation nutside the TRWP, Yet, sings gne of the allematives considered 1o reduce the TRNE elic
populalion i stmply wo chase the elk herd notside the TRNP bmmdaries and les private landowmens
deal with the resulting problems, NP8 must Tully disclose the current populatien and level of
depredation outside the TRNP to adequale inform the public and take 4 hard look at the impacts of
the alternatives on the human eavironment, In the interests of full diselosure, the fina ELS must
inchwie the anoual censug aumbers for each of the past 9 vears. With elk reproduction causing
populations ta double every 3-5 vears, one m assume that the population will siznificontly exceed
200 elk by the time of the Final EIS,  With the current inflasd population and high reproduction
and survival rate, it should he evident that & “no action” alternative is not an option for this El5, Mo
Action’ would be devastating o the privale furmers and ranchers, as well as the cconomic hase of
Billings County in the foresesable fiture.

Billings County is quite frustraicd with the NPS"s public information precess for tais EIS. The NPS
refuses to wdentify & prefiermed altemnative in the Draft EIS. Much morc meaningfal pablic comments
would be penerated if it was cvident which allemnative the NPS was inclined to recommend.
Otherwise, once the Final E15 15 complere, there iz limited oppormnity to comment cn the docament
and effectuate meaningful particination. Further, Billings Coumty was very disuppointed with the
public heanng process. The NPS refused o allow amy members of the public 10 actually voice
opiniong publically on the BIS. Instead, commenters were required fo individually meet privalely
with NP8 officials, which deprived the listening public of an ability to hear other commenis and
concerns ahowt the EIS. There was no legitimare reason given for stifling the public commentary in
this fashion.

The NPS Must Sipnificantly Reduce Elk Numbers Immediately

Billings County does not helieve the NPS or the ND Game and Fish are living up to the
commitments they made when originally reintroducing elk into the TENF, The MNP made the
following cormnitment regwding elk management: Te “perfodically redice the herd when the
numbers of elk exceed the limits of established THRO objectives.” Alzo, 10 “Attempi, throwgh
herd reduction and fence mairienance, to timif ihe egress of elk from TRITO™ (2003 MOTT at
IV.} The maximnum elk capacity within the TRNP was established @ 360 elk, vet cleardy the elc
population. excecded thet number long ago, without any sction taken by NPS to reduce the herd
population per their commitment. The NS has been dilatory in improving and maintainiog fenees,
despite repeated demund and notice from povele lendowness, In short, NP'S has not been a good
nesdgrhbar,

The NDGF committed 1o mannging the elk while they were not within TRMNI boundarics and also
cormmlied (o “provide ressonable mitigation measures 1o alleviate damage if sipmificant depredation
andior camage oecurs on private lands adjecent 1o TRIID." (2002 MOT at L) In the EIS, the
WPS suggests that the NDGF muntaing a Big Game Fund to reimburge private landowners for
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damages caused by wildlife, bul no mention is made regarding whetber that fund has provided
peyvioeals to Billings County ranchers and farmers for damape done by the NPS's elk,  Billings
County is pot aware of any pavments made by the NDGF o private landowners for fences, crops
and feed stocks dameged by elk. Rather than simply make a blanket statement that there is o fund
avaiilatle and administered by NDGE in some amount, the Final EIS should buller ot precisely uw
rmuch s been and will be paid w privae landowners in the case of depredation of elk over the past
10 years, which will give more information o private landowners regarding what they can expect
under the various allermatives,

This is partizularly impertunt since the NDGFE adviscs Billings County that they have no aulbogity o
provide monies from awy such fund to pay farmess for damages ocausioned by ek, Accordingly, it
i curious what the EIS 15 refemring to with regard o the cxisting compensation aveilable o
landowners, The NDGE confirmed that it does not provide stafl or materials to assisr farmers and
ranchers with the myriad of fences broken by elk. Since one altemative of this IS contemplates
chasing 1,338 elk outside the TRMP boundaries onto private land over the courss of 5 years, the EIS
should give a more thowough unalysis of whether and how private landowners will be compensated
lior this sigmificant intrusion and the loss of feed, crops and woeme that will result. The T1% must
inform the public of the poteniial to significantly impact the human environment, ye! the NPS faily
b prowicie amy information on the current lavel of depradation and damage the the clk cccasion on
pravate landowners, and ulso fuils to foreeast the additional level of depredation and durages thet is
;‘l:am;ﬂuullgly foresecable I WIS chases an additiona] 1358 ok onto private langd, As such, the EIS is
neafficient.

The WNPS has ignored its mandalss o appropoately manage ¢k, which has a negative impact on
ipeal formers end renchers,  Lecal landowness report to Dillings County that NPS's fomm of
management can be surmised as ignoring downed fences 1n bopes that more elk will leave the
TENP as a manner of preserving the grass and oetural resources within the TRNP.  The
management oplioz pursued {o date can most sptly be deseribed a8 an urter lack of manngemen,
Thiz lack of manapement comes at a great seeial and economic cost Tor nearby landowaers, Yes, to
date, NPS s not uttempted (o provide any assistance to these local landowners.

While the County undisputedly achieves lingneial benetits from ourizm {about 6% of the economic
buse of the county), the hackbone of the economy and the social structure of Billings County is
undoutedly its local farmers and runchers.  An economic study conducted in 1996 reports thot
agricullure provided for over 33% of the employment within the County. (See slwched * Ezonomic
Profile of Billings County,” by Bungsund & Leisirite, 1996.) Agriculture provides 35% of the
economic base of the County.  The largest land use in Billings County is agricultural, with 75% af
the land wsed for lvestock grazing and 18% of land for crop produstion,  Flk-related adverss
impacts on local agriculvare have a direct adverse impae! oo Billings County, both economically and
sociolly,  As local furmers end ranchers sufler, so does the County. The peed for aod costs of
crecting and maimaining fences to protect fesd stocks and crops surounding the TENP has
increased dramatically. Feed siocks and crops entice clk to jump fences. When elk jump fenees,
they typically drag their fieat, breaking the Lop few wires of o wire fenee, cavzing constant need for
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farmers and ranchers (o continually maintain fences,  As the overpopuloted elk berd descends oo
grasslands, teed stocks and hay storage areas, ranchers are foreed to expend significant resowrces
replace the 1ot Teed for their own animals. Our area ranchers should ool be spending their hard-
enrned money fesdng elk that the NP5 has failed o maname,

Anoter [oresceeble eooenmic impact 1o ares ranchers is an expested redoctior of canle allowed o
run on the Nationa! Grasslands. Overgrazing caused by the burpsoning efk population could 1ikely
result in the Forest Berviee reduring the allowable private cattle numbers allowed to praze on the
Grasclands. There is only so much grass available to support the variety of animal woits in the
Gragslonds, A elk numbers exponentbially inereuse, there may be o comrelating decrenss in grazing
permits izsued 1o local ranchers, The elk’s added pressure on (he loraging resources it the National
Grasslands will force local ranchers w supplement cattle feeding and even seok oul replacement
pasture, Ths is a reazonably foresceable result of insufficient management by the NP8, and in fact,
it has happenad near othar Mational Parks with enmanoged elk popolations. The anticipated irmpact
on the Mational CGrasslands anc on ibe ragchers who mun cattle on the Grasslands should be further
stucied and disclosed in the Final EIS.

In Billings County, the Stute and Federal governmenl glready owns 50% of the land within the
county borders, leaving the Counry o meet its budget with only 50% of county land providing the
totality of s fax base, As sech, what burts County lormers and ronchers {comprising of 949 of
county land use) burs Billings County,  Given (e bigh level of mom-taxed, public ownership,
Billings County will be mwore aTected than other counties may be if there is 8 NP3 deeision wilh an
adverse impact on farming and ranching. The added cosis of fencing and replacement feed for cattle
and replacement pastare will add financial strain to an elready meger farming profil mergin, 1
formers end ranchers wre forced out of operation, ranchland mav be sold for ofher purposes, such &
vacation homes and busting land. Billings Cownly may see i few ore ‘rochells’ vacalion homes
and additional humers while logsing farm families from the commumty, It is noteworhy
sanchelie owiers and bunters certainly provide financial benefits to the community, but nowhere
near the benefitz provided by our local farmers and ranchers, Vacationers and hunters visit the
communily on oeesion, bt it is the furming and mnching famalies that §ill our schools, churches,
restaurants, grocery stores, @nd provide our work force vear-around. This is particulary significant
since Rillings County lost 20% of its population between the 1991 and 2000 census,  Billings
County wall zealously protect the remaining agriculiure industry within the County as a means of
maintaining, its pogulation, employment base, schools, churebes, and businesses.

Whichever slternative is seleciad must reduce the number of elk inumediately and keep o at o
manegeable oumaer. L 1s imperative that an clk reduction aliernative is implemented immediately.
The local communily canned alford further dilatory practices and lack of management by the NPS,
given the continued adverse impacts on local farmers and ranchers,
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The County’s Choice: Tmmediate Redaction to 100 Elk:
Alternative C = Enthanasia or Modified Alternative B - Firearms Reduction in Onpe Year

The Coumy sirengly favors Alternatve C, which achicves the guickest reduetion in elk nnmbers by
using euthanasia o cootrol the elk population m te frst year. Adleruiyve B, barvesting elk with
fircarms, would be scceprable ondy if the elk numbers were reduced more quickly than contemplated
in the EIS, The County see5 0o reason Lo prolong the elk harvest over the course of five vears, By
extending the harvest to & mlti-vear project, it requires more planning, more personncl, more
training, and more costs arsociated with molalization of the effort. Extending the horvest over the
course of years will aiso require more animals be ulimarely eliminated, piven e reproduction of
elk cows during the vears awaiting harvest. Fewer animals are killed in Altemative C, with 500 elk
euthunized, rther than Alternative B, where 1358 elk eliminated by sherpshooters over five vears,
The cli introduction in this environment was an initiative by the NP5, with full knowledge of the
lrck of preditors such o grzely besrs and wolves, The NPS must take accountability for the
aoverpopulation and tzke swift action 1o avoid further adverse significant impeet 1o the human
envirpnment surrounding the park

Swift climination of elk via eothanama or fireermy with sharpshooters i oot always the most
publically popular option, but the NPS made a commitment in the 2003 MOTT and is guided by (he
2006 Management Folicies end the Orgenie Act, which reyqure maintenznee of reasonable nurmbers
of animals 10 support & sustainahle scosystem. The NPS must also he mindful of the sustainabality
of the neighboring propery owness who are suffering due 1o the NI'S's current management.  To
date, NP5 iz failing 10 meeat its management abjects and commitments,

Alcrnative C i a logical choice. There are still a plethora of elk currently outside (e TRNF
boundanes that will cominue o provide ample mreets for hunters with elk permits. The level of
reproduction will provide a constant sopply of elk on private property for hunters, The elevated
level of umting permits currently available appears to be far more than the tags actually filled by
hunters, so thers should still be ample bunting opporunities outside the TRMP with Alteroative C in
pluace,

For yeurs, environmental groups have lobbied (o ransform areas of Billings County into *Buffalo
Commoens’, whene nawre would prevail and farms, ranches and oil development would disappesr.
BEillings County will not be transformed wnte Buffalo Commons. The top revenue penceation in the
county comes [fum commaodity production, from farmers and ranchers in the area.  As the elk
population spills over ooto provale property outside the TRNP lenee hne, there will be additional
grazing pressure on the national prasslands. Many local ranchers luve paid (o run (heir cetile on the
federal grasslands for generations. Around the country, as elk populations are exploding near
fedesal grasslands, fhe governmend has responded by limiting the nomber of cattle grazing on the
prasslands due to overgrazing of the resource caused by the clk cxplosion. That cannot happen o
Hillings County ranchers as a result of the WNPS's disrsgard for their munsgement commitments and
obligetions.
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‘There are mumerous examples of gust funds netonally that reimburse private partes for losses
occasioned as a result of the introduction of wolves as a manner of controlling els herds, Ranches
who suffer financial loss as & resull of the NPS's monagement practices should similardy be
eompensated (or their expenses and loss of liveliknod as a resalt of NPS'3 lack of management of
the elk herd withio (be TENF. Yel, Billings County Germers and ranchers have receved nothing o
dale [or feeding the NPS's elk. The NPS knowingly fails to maintain TRNT fences i an effort 10
encourage the alk 10 seek fores outside e TRENP boundaries,

Ohjections to Alternntive E - Hunting Owtside of Park

Allemative E would use a helicopter to scare and scatter 1,338 elk out of the TRNF and omo
adjpeent privete linds with @n opportunity for increased hunting, assuming the nsarby privaie
landowners are willing to open ther lands to even more hunters than comently traverse the srea
Increasing hunting permits simply will ool control the elk population. Some Morth Dakeota entfities
may favor increased hunting opportunities outside the TRNP, bur the County stongly opposes
Aldternative E,  Fusther, since NPS has no agreement with the NDGE, and no control over the
numhber of elk hunting permits issued to manage (be elk once they are dhased oul of the TRNE, the
NPE simply has no authonty @ implemens Aliernative E. Az such, it cannot be the preferred
alternative in this RIS since NP5 has no suthority to implement it 10 would be aothing but o
suggestion from NPS to NDGE, Since WDGE walked pway from the EIS development process due
to @ fundamental disagreement with NPS policies over allowing hunting within the TRNF,
Altermutive E s ool regsonable, pructicable, or eapable of implementagon by NI'S,

The NDGT inoroased the amount of elk permits over the pest few years, but the fact that more
permits are available has not made appreciable strides toward managing the elk popalation. The
NDGF website reports that up o 560 21k hunting permits were available in 2008, ver the reduction
of the elkb popualation has not made appreciable strides W oonotrol  the  population.
i fefnd govinemationshighomdandes html.  Despire the number of elk hunting permits issued
in 2008, only a fraction of those lad o actual elk killed.  Tncressed henting will do nething o
ruanege e wddiinenel 1358 el seured ou of the TRENP given the reproduction and survival rare.

Chasing moere elk on privete lands does not necessarily comport with more permits issucd. more
hunters appeaning 1o shoot ek, or any significant reduction in the herd. There i2 no rend indicsting
thot inereased hunting oppertamifies will have any apprecigble impact on the ¢k population,
Landuwrners currently host the elk and also most mutinely open ap their Tands 10 hunters. The only
thing Altemative B will do for sure 13 (o wrenster the NP'S problem onio the backs of the private
landowners gutside the TRNP. Tlat form of ‘manegement” 15 no management at ell,

Further, hunters will typically seek out bull elk, where i is the cow clk thet need fo be eulled in this
situation to prechade fumther overpopulation. In fact, of the 106 elk killed by hunters in 1997- 1999,
anly 16 appedr (0 be femal 25 based upon information in the EIS. Bull elk are more mclined (o roam
outside the TRNE, while the cow elk are more inclined to stay within the TRNP. Alternative T's
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incroased hunling outside the TRNP will disproourtionately remove bull elk, which does almost
notheng to control the elk population,

While Billings County appreciates sports hunting and welcomes hunters, the NPS should not rely on
privite hanting ouiside TRNP boundaries {and ourside of NP8 awtharity) to maintain the elk berd,
To pur it bluntly, the NP5 craated a significant problem by introducing and failing to consrol the elk,
O hehalf of its famers and ronchers, Billings County is offended by the NP5 sugpesling scatlering
the 1258 elk towards the broken-dewn pack [eoces as g means of reaching its ahjective of having
less than 400 elk within the confines of the TRNE. The NTS strenucusly objects to any suggestion
of allowing hunting within the TRNP, yet they expect neighboring private landowncrs 1o host the
NPE's 1338 cxcess clk in nearby pastures and small grain fields, then w open their private land (o 2
muyriad of hunters w traverse private property in scarch of tha 1358 elk.

The: NPS lias mmde noe attempt t0 quantify the economic losses accasioned by loea] farmers and
rinchers near TENP, which must be done if Altcrmative E were to be considered as the preferred
alternative, Ranchurs near the west fence line of Wind Cave National Purk have given up plamting
small grains and have lost balf of their alfalfa, since the NPS has opted to manage hat burgeoning
elk herd by pushing elk out of the Park and anto nearby private lund, relying on hunters to contral
the elk population. The NF'S may claim their maragemend 1= “successtul,” as it centainly pushes elk
wut of the Park bounduries as a means to reduce Park elk population, vel the surronnding landowners
would fikely take s wilh Lthe NPE's defnitivn of SUSCRSES,
(b, rapade:ty T AT 10y opmewsife oo many_elk i) If
local landowners are expected 10 bear the burden of feeding the NI'S"s overpanulated elk herd, there
should be sipnificant depredanon payments being made to these local Lndowners, The NI'S
provides feed stocks and payments to Jundowners near other Nationul Parks, so there is no reason
WPE should not be doing the sume thing for the property owners near TRNP,

Altermetive E 15 also objectionable due to concerns over spreading disease, The comingling of the
elk. mule deer and cattle herds also imcreases the exposare of cattle herds to bucellosis, chronic
wisting digegse and other chronic illnesses. In fact, local ranchers need to test their heeds fos
brucellosis. The animal densily occasioned by NP8 lack of management puts cattie herds and
other wildlife ot risk, The NPS should include brucellosis testing if they conbnue to maintain
animal densities in excess of recommended limils,

1t"s time for the NPS to make the hord choiee (o reduce the elk numbers swifily and immediately,
NI'S must be acoountable for its own problems, rather than uss & helicopter o scare their problems
convenicndly owslde of the WPS jurisdiction s they become private landowners” problems,
Bilhngs County’s private landowners practics sustainability and are stewards of the land en which
they rely Sor [orage for their callle herds, Their livelihoods will be compromised if their meager
grusslands and winter cattle feeding operations suddenly become habitet tor an unsusiginable level
of the NPE's 1358 elk.
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Alternative I - Testing and Transportation:

While Chronic Wasting Disewse (CWD) Das required sdditionnl testing of animals prior to
transporting animals o other arcas, the requirement for testing has not precluded trangporing
animals.  While the NP5 includes transporting animals clscwhese as an EIS alicrnative, it is
unrealistic wo assume that alicrnative will have any appreciable change in the elk numbers a1 the
TENP. The NP5 has had this option a1 its disposal for vears, vel has made no advancements o
fransport «lk. Given the concems abour CWD, fewer recipients are 2hle to be identified 1o receive
elk. Many other Mational Parks are experiencing similar overabundince of elk without any secoess
in relocetng the elk. The ophien to test and transport ¢lk should not be relied upon 1o appreciably
resduce =1k mumbers in the EIS.

TRHMNP could have tested sufficient animals and mansported the elk to other locations at any paint
prios to this study. The obwvigus flow in this suggestion is o simple lack of entitics willmg to receive
the elk. Numerous national parks have conducted similar EIS stwdizs in the last thres years as a
meuns of deeiding how (o redwee their own burgeoning elk populations, The gremter Natonal Park
system must find & way to reduce thousands of olk, This smdy, like the Rocky Mountaio Matiomal
Park and Grand Telon Natoow Perk and Mational Elk Refuge, fals to wentify any entities willing
and able 1o receive sufficient elk to make an appreciable difference in reducing the elk populations
by 668 animals, Other Matioosl Pork studics are further along than this Drati E15, and they have vet
Lo idenify willing recipients [or & mujority of their elk, so it is unrealistic w think that translocating
the TEME elk will be s masonuble or practicable alterative,

Fimally, it is poteworthy that the TRNP was once o recipicnt of transloented elk from the Wind Cave
Mationel Park (which now has cvidence of CWD).  Given the olk population explosion, the
dilficully i managing elk bend nembers, and the restictions on oanslocutiog elk, poiential
recipients may be less willing to accept elk now and in the foresesable future dee 10 the problems
antigrpuded with ¢lk population menagement,

Alternative F - Ferillity Control

Fectility vontrol of efk 5 oot @ reasonable altermatve, ) simply does nod et the Purpose and
Meed, 25 it fails to reduce the elk population in a timely manner. Tt is difficult to implement,
manitgr wnd control. 1t also has oo track record of proven ellectiveness, As such, ferility conral 15
not & reasonable alternative and should not be made part of any solution to the elk population
reciuction plan for TEME,
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Conelusion

Billings County feels very strongly that immediate elk population reduction is pecessary, wlich
conld be obtained by Alternative C. or even Altermative & if it were modified o take 500 animals in
ome year rather than 1358 over 5 vears,

Very trul}:'__}yun,.
< T N%«D\
Tami Mprpard

o Billingys County Commissioners
Covernor John Hoeven
Senator Kent Coored
Renxtor Byron Dorgan
Reproscntative Ead Pomeroy
MNorth Dakols Game and Fish
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Fresimile: [FH) G5 45400

Re: Commeants on Deaft Kk Management Plan/EIS

Dear Superintemlent Naylur;

On behalf of The Humane Society of the United States and the Fund
for Animale dcollectively “The HSTIS™) and our more than 11 million members
and constituents nationwide. including aver 19,000 in North Dakaza, T submit
the following commeante to be considered on the Draft Elk Manasgement Tlan
and Environmental Impact Statement ("Diraft B157) for Theodore Roosevelt
National Pavk MTRNP™.

A= discuszod more fully below, The HESUS belisves the use of privats
huniers ws volunleer "aulborieed agents”™ in the leithal rodection of the elk
berd an TEMNP 1 unlowlal under the Natwonsd Park Seeviee Organie Act and
s amplementing vegulotions, the Volunteers o thie Park Act, and the

Poady Fov s i i - .oy -
1w-~"¥m Narional Environmental "alicy Act. In addition, che decision o use velunleer
e Feww e hunters in this manner is imprudent and unplicates scrious policy and safety
e R CONCRIME,

P d iy Waiv

I NP5 Use of Privote, Voluntecer Humtcrs Contravenes the
Mational Park Serviee Orgoanie Act and Its Implementing
Repulalions.

The Mational Fark Serviee Orgemie Act ("Orgame Act™), 16 US40 51
ef g, expleitly charges the NP3 with the management of the national packs,
monuments, nnd reservations nosonformaby with “che lundnnental purpose
.« to conserve the seencey and the nalural and lustorizal objects and the wild
life [sic] therein and to provide [or the enjoyment of the same in such a
manner and by such meane ag will leave them wnimpeaired for the enjoyment
of future genoreatiors” 16 UEC. §1 {cmphaszis added). Further,
"mulboriznlion of welivilies” in individusl packs "shell oot b exercised in
devogation of the values and purposes for which these various arees bawe
been estahlashed, exoept o meey hove baea or shaldl be divectly ond specifioelly
procided for fy Congress™ 18 TR0 § el {emphosis added).  Thus,

RECEIVED

Cifwlberativng Andrak | Confrent ng Crouis HAR ? 3 E[I]S
T b STUL S, MW Wiavnglen DO 20037 2024521160 1200 PYR613F  Reweanenoowlyoig
Thaadire rovgou,



Cengress intended that the NP'S' consermrian goals be dadicated to, and sarried out
in accordane: wilh an ethie off mandmpairment,

In keeping with this clear directive of mimgairment, the NPS promulgated
regulations prohilbiting alf kunting in wativna] parks unless such activity is “specifically
mondated” or “specifically authorivsd ws a discretlonary activite” under an imdwidual park's
ensbling statule. 36 CFR. § 2.2(a)-(b). Fedaral courls hove uphele the NPSs
determinaticn that the Organie Act expressly prohibite hunting and Lenpping activities in
national parks unless otherwise specifieslly authorled by the park's ecoabling statute, Se,
£.g Natl Rifle Asa'n of Americe v, Poller, 828 F, Supp, %03, 910 (D000, 1986) {rejecting the
NEA's interpretation of the Organie Act ss allowing hunting, and fGnding that the
legraltive history of the Aot “lead[s] e the conclusion that Congress did not cantmplaie
any so-called ‘somaumptive’ uses of the new pork svaiom it wae creating.”); Michigoan United
Cons, Clad v, Lwjan, 949 F.24 202, 207 (6th Cir. 1801} (upholding the NPS's delermination
that trapping in permitted in nations] porks anly when: supsestely authorized by Congreoss
“in light of the Orgenie Ast and ils amendments, that s prungry management function
with vespecl Lo wildlif is preservation unless Congress has declured otherwise™). Tha
enabling act for TRNP, the TRNP Acy, 16 ULS.CL § 241 et aeg, in silent as to hunting, and
therofore hunting is prokibited in the Park. 36 CFR. § 2.%a)(k). The Drafe IS
acknowlodpes this, stating that hunting in the Park *would be inconsistent with exialing
lawe, policies, rogulations, and case law regarding public Tiunts i units of the NPS" and
that “it would be imconsistent with long-standing basic pulicy ohisctives for NS units
whare hunting is nat suthorized.” Deaft EIS at 95. .

Heve, the Direft BI8's "Alteenative B which contemplutos hunting setivity within
the Park, ie in clear vialativn of Lhe express prohibitions againat such nebvily contained in
the Oryunic Act and ils implementing regulations. Under Altarnative B, “Direct Heduction
with Fircarms” “[dlircet seduction would be managed by the NP3 and corricd out by
qualified federal emplogees and authorized agentz, Authorized agents include, but ere not
limited ro, other agency and tribul personnel, contractors, or skillad volumteers™ Tieafe RIS
at 5G. Presumably, because they are neither faderal nor ather ngeney employees, Lribal
persunnal, or paid eontractors, these “skilled voluntesrs” will bo loenl hunigrs, cepecially in
light of the fact that “exporience in the wse of frearma for the removal of wildlile" is
required to participate. T, ot BB-57.

The Draft HIS provides ebsolufely no explanatlon of how the wse of volunbeer
hunters in this manner doss not constitute hunting, While the Draft E1S atates thel cthe
volunteer huntere “would be diveetly supervised in the feld by NPS persammnel” and woold
work in tcame, Dvaft EIS ot 5%, no further distinctions are provided.  Furthermors,
Alternative I is practically indistinguiskable from an aliernative eliminutod from furthor
congideration by the WP “Initinl Reduction and Maintenanca by Cortified Voluntoer
Sharpshontars (NDGT Alternative)” Draft E1S at 95, Undor thin alteenntive, oliminated
bacause it “mocts the definition of a managed public hunt,” id., elk would be removed by
"Certificd Volunteer Sharpahooters,” whe would be "a Morth Daketa restdent that has hae
an approved liunter eduention course . . . and would participate in a spoenlized training
course designed by the park snd NDGF, Onee approved, the OV would be given o permit
to remove an elk from the pork” T ol 95-98, Presumably, the anly distinetion between

&
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thiz rejectad alternative and Allernative B is that the hunters would work in teams and he
supervised by KPS perasnnel under Alcernative B, Jd. at 57,

Altarnntave B in tn elenr vinlotion of the Organic Act and the NP8's tmplementing
regulationa. Swumply put, this Allernateve offers local hunters the recreational opporiunily
to kill elk in the Park umier the guiee of being “suihorized spents” of Lhe Purk Sesvics, The
Qrganic Act specifieally eontemplates o distinetion between those who must destroy natural
reaources a8 a duly of thear joby w pmtect pack resourees on the whole, and those who desive
to deatray park rosources for personn] empayment or sabisfactivn.  Indsed, the NI'S itsalf
acknowledges in the Draft EI3 that *[wlhile the Organie Act zives the Secretary of the
laterior the autharity to deatray plants or animals for the purposes of preventing detriment
to park resources, it does not gine the secrelory cabheridy to permil the destrection of
animals for receecttional purposes.” Draft EIS at 85, If the NP3 implements Alternative B,
the agency will be allowing exactly this."

IT, NP5 Use of Private, Volunteer Hunters Contravencs the Volunteers in the
Farks Act nnd Esinblished NPE Policy Regarding the Use of Volunteers

More specific limitations on public involvement in activities in national parks, oven
where pelated to administrative purposes of the NPS, are found in the Volunleers in the
Porlos Act (“VIF Act™). 16 U.S.C. § 18g ¢f seg. ‘This statuts permits the Sacretary Lo use the
aervien of members of the publie in limited administrative capacitiee only - specifically, “as
volunieers for or in wid of interpretive functions, or other visitor services or activitics” in
Fork Servies units. B § 18z The VI Aet does nof nuthorize volunteer uss in
supplomonting other functions of the NPS. In fact, the Senate Heport accompanying the
bill enacted inta law only comprehends thal it will allow the NFS to provide opporlunities
for “retived people” and the “young” lo parlicipate in activities such as providing
“tnformation seeviees fo visitors” and  helping “in the interpretation of kigtorical events.” 5.
Rep. No. 1013, 91st Congs., 2d Sess, 2-3 (1970).

The VIF Act also slaies that “liln accepting such services of individuals or
volunteern, the Seerctery shall oot permic the use of volunteers in & hazardous duty,”
exeept when such indivedunls aro skilled in particular hoeavdous activitica, 16 US.CL §
18g. Tho Senate Report cxpleing that: “[i)t shonld be clearly underatood that no voluntesrs
are to eerve in any hazardeus or dungerous oeenpation where the risks of injury are
fovessaable. Thie legislation is not intended te peovide any authericy to urilize voluntesss to
aperate potentially dangerous machinery, nor should i be interpreted as authority to

* Ths Admindstrative Record for the Rocky Mountsin Natienal Park Blk Managemaent Plin ("EMNEP
AL} ke aear the KPR priovious belief that the Pask was offering o recreaticnal oppartunily Lo
lecal hunters when it decided Lo wse "skilled vohantrers” ps guthorized agents. See, 4., RMKP ATRU
at AUEE [slaing that “|tlhe principle difference in using public huntsrs and sharpehosters s
recreational opportunity); g, at TOR0 (Ta]nen the purpose s o provide o reereational experience it
would be conuedered hunling™). Furthermore, with respect to the MNP Elk Management Plan, the
Lepartment of the Interior’s oo solicitor clearly advised KPS staff that " yorn benwe o privede citizen
putling the trigger ard collecling the animee! & is hunting” Id. at 6886 (emphasis added),
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ubilier volunteers to do the jobe normally nesigned to repular career cmplovess.” 5, Rop. Mo,
IS mt 22

In keeping with the intent of the VIP Act, the WNPS has prevnulpated rulos setting
out a detailed frrmewerk governing how packs are 10 implement the Act and specifically
etating that velunleors are nol fo perform duties mvoleing fircorms,  See Departmoent of
Interior Mational Park Service Relerence Manual No. T Volusteers in Park Service 14,
Final Draft, avadoble wf hiip:twww nps.govarchivevolunteecTMT_final_deaft_fi_t. i
(lagt accessed March 17, 200%) (sircssing that volunteers “must not be assignad duties that
would place them in a lifethrentenmy sibuafion, even a8 an shaerver. Sone examples of
duties [voluntears] should not perform melude . | carrving modern fircarme”). Tndeed, it is
clear that the use of valuntesrs in this monper has nol previously been contemplated at
TRHNP, ag the Park must now “develop speeihic puidelines [or firearms uzs” Draft BIS as
5T,

Motably, the Deaft EIS indicates that implementation of Alternative B “would
increman the potential for emploves injury and accidents.” Draft BIS ot 230, Hisks to
“qualificd federn] emplovees and aulhorized agents™ include potencial exposurs to Chronie
Wasting Disease ("UWD"} and risks associated with the handling, processing, and transport
ofclk. Dreft E1S at 57, It is clear that the implementation of Alternative 3 i3 5 "hazardous
lamd| dungerous sccupation where the risks of injury are foreseeable” 16 US.C, § 18 5.
Rop. Mo, 1013 at 2, and invelves “carrving modern firearme” Department of Inerior
Mntional Purk Service Reference Manual Ne. T: Volunteers in Park Servies 14, 1inal Deaft,
rusibnble af hitpiwww npe.gevfarchivefvolontesr M7 _final_deafi_6_06.pdf {last sccessed
Murch 17, 2009). This nae of voluntesrs contravenes the VIP Ack, ito leginladeve: historey,
and MPS' rules regarding the use of velunteers,

111 The Draft BIS Does Mol Comply With NEPA

The National Ervveronmental Policy Act ("NEPA™) is this country'a “basie nntional
charter for protection of the envirenment” 40 CER. § 1500.1{n). NEPA declures &
natigra] poliey “lo eorch the understanding of the seelogical systams and nataral resoueses
importnnt to the Nation,” 42 1LE.C. § 4321, and makes it the “continuing responsibilily® of
nll fndern]l wgencies “to improve and scordinate Foderal plans, functions, progeames and
rosoure” in reeognition of “the profound impact of man's activity on the interrelnlions of
all sompononta of the nodursd ervironment,” including, among other umpacls, “resource
exploitation.” Jed. § 43310 The Couneil on Envirenmental Guality ('CEQ") is charged witk
promulgating regulations implementing NEPA that are "binding en all Fadaral apencies.”
A0 TR § 150038, Here, the Lirall EIS violates NEPA and itz implamenting regulations in
several ways.

* The RMNF AR supporan this resding of the VIP Acr. See Hunting FPage Paper (AR al T443)
("eopsultations with the natisoal VIP program offes bave indiested thas the excepton in the
legsslation [ooncerning the wae of “shkilled” volwateers] could not be nsed to allow volindeers o wemps
with animal redusrions in parks”) damphasis addad),
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A, The KPS i
the Impact of Using Valoneeer Private Huntere

Thae wse of woluntoer, prvote huntees fo kill ungulates in parks in confunction with
park managsment. plans nppears to be o new syatemowide policy of the NFS" As discussed
more fully abave, the recmt desision to use voluntese hunlers (o kil el in BMNP marked
the firsl tine in it 9@-year history that the NPS has permitted this activity, Since that
decigion, at least theee mome parks base ieorporabed the use of volunteer hunters in eaft
ElSe: THNF, Wind Cave Natonal Park, and Tndwna Dunes Metional Lakeskors, See 73
Ted, Reg. 76.063-01 (Dee. 15, 2008); T4 Fed. Reg. 518002 (Jan. 29, 20091, In light of the
fact that the potential imparts of the use of volunbeer, private hunters 1n parks are
extremely significant in their own right and have ot yet been properdy examined m any of
the ElSs* the NPS shoold prepere a programmatic ELS in order to sdogquately annlyze
theae impacts.

MNEPA requires agencies to prepare envirenmentsl impuct statements for “major
Fuedern] netions significantly affeeting the quality of the human environment” 42 US.C. §
4332(C). An sction "signilicently effiets the gualicy of the human envirenment' under
MEPA of it implicates any of the ten slgnificance factors outlined by tha OREG. See 40 C.FR
§ 1508.27(b). The use of voluntesr, private hunters in lethal reduction activities in porcks
where hunting 12 prohibited implicates several of these factors in its cwn right, including
mlverise impocts on “public health or safery,” the fact that the wee of volunteers in this
manner i “highly controversiol” the presence of "unique or unknown riske” the fact that
the decision “may esiablish o precedent for futuees actisn with significant cffcets,” and,
porhapa most importonily, “threatens o vielation of Federal . . . law” and "requirements
imgosed for the proteetion of the eoviponment” i, The presence of any one of these factors
regaires the preparation of an EIS. See Grond Conyon Trest oo FAA, 200 F 34 339, 340
(DL Cie, 2008 ([T ey signifeent erviommentol impacts might result from the proposad
agency action then an B3 must be prepored before ageney action is taken™) (emphasis
added); Nat] Wildlife Foderation o Norton, 332 F. Supp, 2d 170, 181 (DLD.C. 2004).

A programmatie EIR refllects the broad environmental sonsequences attendant
wpan i wideernnging fiedernl program. ‘The thesia underlving programmatic B1Ss is thet a
syelumatio progrom is likely to genernte disparate vet relaced impacts,” Mound, on Econ.
Trenele v fcleler, 750 Fogd 145, 168 (00, Cir 1985, See also Kileppe v Sierea Ofub, 427
TS 39, 409 (1976} (staling thal o progrommatic B3 mey be pequired in situations where
savaral relatad proposed actions are pending o6 the same Gme). Here, the NS’ use of
volunteer hunters in natiomal parks neross the country would certainly gualify as a

" The NP5 has recertly stated that the agency “has nul wmtemplated wung volurierrs in this
marner in the pest . This weuee hos implications for the entive [NPS]." BEMNP AR at 8807 08,

* During development of the KMNEP Elle Managsmsnt Plan, which was the fiest plas to incerporate
vilunteer honbers, the agency fntentivnally clvse W avuid addressing these ssues, choosing insteasd
"t use a FEIS for [RMNF] and a future plan with culling tn more fully ver the issues related o
volunteers.” RMNF AR et 8808, Unfortunniely, this has not vet scourred,
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“systematic program,” il wnd, although impacts may vary slightly from park to park, ot =
undeniable thet theee impacts are related s they stem from the same setivity: the shooting
of enimals in natienel parks by membirs of the hunting publiz, 1o additicn. tha CRG
repulntinns provide that an agency showld propare & progrommatic E1E if proposed actions
are "oonnected,” “eamuolative,” or “sufficiently similar” thet o progrommatic 13 is “the best
way” Lo identily ridevent impacts and effecte. 40 C.FIL § 1508.205, Heokler, T86 F.2d a1 150
M.C. Cir, 1986}, Finally, the failure of the NPS w produes o programmatic IS for the usa
af volustesr huelers is in blatant disregard of the CEG regubitions which require that
“hroad actions” and “systematic and connected agency decisions” be eonwidered in the same
sesesament. 40 CFH. § 1502 4ic); id. § 1508, 16(k).

B. The WPS Must Consider & Heasonable Hange of Altarnutives Including MNon-

Lethal Alternatives

NEPA requives fudoral agemeion to “wudy, dovelop, and describe approprioie
alicrnatives to recommendad murses of action™ 42 1.8 (. § A43AE). NEPA's altarnatives
nnalysin i3 “designed to insure thal an apems's singleminded apgroach to a propoged
action is tempered by (he consideration of other feasible options that may have differsnt
(and fewer) environmental effects.” Sivrrg Club v Walking, 808 T. Supp. 852, 875 (D.D.C.
121}, and is “the heart of the [BIS]" 40 CF.R. § 1602.14. A particular aponoy’s statulory
mandates snd directives also play n eritienl role in determining the range af rensnnable
alternatives that the apency must address. See Citizens Agoinat Burlington v Busey, 932
Fad 190, 146 (I.C. Cir. 1981)  Thus, o ressanable range of alternatives for NP3
monggement plans wonld presumably inelude alternatives dedicated to the Servics's
legislative mandates to proserve the publio value and integrity of park resources and abide
by & prineiple of nenimpairment.

Muene, the NFS has failed to adequately study, develop, and deseribe s reasonable
range of slternative management plans for TRNP.  Such an analysis woold consider
alternatives to lethal conteol to achieve the NPS's managemont ohjectives for the park and
thee wildlife that rezide thers. Heowever, the alternntives proposed in the Draft T19 fail o
cormtitule o reesonable range — e.g., they include enly the “ne actisn” alternative and four
ndditional “wetion” alternatives, all of which involve lethnl reduetion ® Whilc the NP5 must
include an analyeis of the “no action” alternative, beeause this pliernative provides the
banline for the ngeney's analysis, the inclusion of the “no action”™ ulternetive alone does not
creato o renponnble range of alternatives, Efforts to develop sonlothal methods for Initial
reduction would belp ensure thar the Service is conforming Lo its legislative mandate (o
pratéect and preserve the Park Svstem's natural resources.

* Altermative B invelves divect reductlon of the clk herd with hironrms.  Draft EIS ar 5660,
Allernative C fnvolves roundup and euthanasin.  Jd. at G164, Allernative 1), “Testing and
Tenrslocation,” invalves killieg hundrde of ok for W1 weting and, if OWD is found or of
translocation pruves Lo be improctical, the heed will be redaced by ancther lethal alternntive. fd. at
Bi88,  Alternarive E, “Hunting Cutside W Pask,” would involve dispersal of ¢k beyond park
beundaries, at which pomt the NFS wonld work with MDGF to enhance hunting ospportunities o
reduce the populotion.  Jd. at 69.  Alternative F, "Ferlility Coniml” 3 analyzed solaly for
maintenasce after indtial lethal reductson, Jd 0t 71.78
G
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. The N ed el linpect of Lethal Heduction on Visitor Wildlifi
Vigwi

The Draft KIS ha: underestimated the impact te wildlife viewing opportunities that
will regult once hundreds of elk are permencntly removed from the Sowth TTnit of TRNT
Althnugh the Denft EIS scknowledges that “many visitors came to the park for the
opportwmty to ses wildlife,” Draft ELS at 27, amd thal *[iewing wildlife and toking
pivlures are the mose commaon visitor activitics in the park,” id. at 133, the lethal reduct:on
activitic: propesed by the NPS hers would obviously result in veduced potentin] for
elkfhuman mternetions. Jo. In addition, the Dreaft EIS acknowladges that “[a)anual dieect
reduction petvities could deter visitors from travelling to the park duting management
actions and beyond if they disagree with this approach er if ther are concerncd their visit
could be disrupted.” Jd, ot 208, However, the Uraft EIS downplays these impacts, stating
that “surrantly the chanees of secing elk are not that high and it is unlikely that a decline
in the elk population would bo noticed by visstors, resuliing in o negligible to minor adyverse
impugt for thase viaitors.” Jd at 223

The Drall EIS alzo indicates that the lathal reduction activibies would be conducted
in the fall and winter, *whon visitation s low” and thoal “[[ew visiters would be affecied
Because most wisitation cecurs i June, July, ond August ... " See, e.g., Draft EIS a1 224,
However, according to 2006 TRNP visitalion stetistios, neoarly 45,600 visitors accessed the
South Unit of the Park between October and Februanry., Thia sould hardly be considersd a
“few visitors,” cepedally in light of the fast that the entire Park received an estimated
435,350 wigitors that wear. See httpiwww . ohrangercomftheodore-rossevelt-park  (last
accessed March 18, 20040, The Draft EIS saveraly downploys this potontinl impact. to the
wildlife viewing opportanities of nearly 10% of the Park's visitors.

Bevauze cme of NEPA's explicil purpeses is to “assura . . . asthetically and culturnlly
plensing surroundings,” 42 U5, § 4331602, preper NETA analysis vequirces the NPS tn
renlusticnlly depict the potential impact of intense lethal reduction of the alk hasd on visior
experience at THNP. See Lujan v Narl Wildlife Fed'n, A%7 113, 871, 888 (1990) "We have
no doubt that recreational vee and asthetic enjoyment are amang the sorts of interests
[NEPA] [waz] specifically designed to protect'y; Bicyele Truels Coune! of Morin v Bebbii,
B2 F.3d 1445, 1460 (dth Cir. 1996) Capency decigion ran be found erliteary and sopricious
where the agency entirely failed to consider an important aspect of the problom™ weed “n
failure by the jagency] to address recreational concerns could be o basis Gur nvalidnting
wgeney welion”).

IV. NP5 Use of Private, Volunteer Hunters is Imprudent and Arbitrary

The HEUS beleves the vze of private, volunteer huntera as described in Altornntive
B would be imprudent und arbiteary. Fivar, the use of private hunters even on g voluntesr
bagiz, would cost the Park almest one million dollurs more to implement tho monagement
plan thas implementing the same waing only qualifiad federal employees, T"he Drafe BLS
states:



Sheuld skilled volunteers be used for direct reduction actvities, the
associnted ndministration costs have been astimuted at an additicaal $68 668
per year (or £1 million over 15 yenrs), with much higher coste during initial
reduction.  ‘These costs inelwle the 390 seasonal employess needed to
adminisicr the sklled volunteer progeam . . . Due w the [unding bncrease
needed, impacts would be loapg-tarm, adveree, and moderate to major.

Draft EIS at 988, Furlhermore, the Deafl. EIS reveals the significant negative impacts thot
the wae of volunteer hunters would Bave on the administeation of the Park in genereal. See
Dipaft EIS ai 258 (alating that "the polential for oversecing & skilled voluntecr program for
direet redustion with fircorms on an annual basie would require 1 substantaol change n
poarl monapement and operations.  As a resull, there wonld he Tongeterm, moderowe to
munjor, adverse impacts during initial reduction and annual meintenance netivities, with
thi intensity beisg geeater if skilled volunteers mre wsed™); &l {stoting that “[ajonual
manapemeant action would require temporary shifts in prioribices in most divisions fox weeks
ar monthe, resulting in long-term, mederate (0 mujor, ndverse impacts. Tmpacts would be
areatast if if i necessary to manage a pool of shilled voliaitonrs™).

Perhaps more importantly, the Draft EIS describes the significant. safety ricks the
wsee of voluntesr, private hunters az described in Allernative B would pose to hoth visitore
to and employees of TRMP, Sge Dreaft EIS at 9% Minpacts o employes safety would be long-
term, miner to moderate adverse); id. at 230 ([tThe safety of both visitors and NPS
pmployess at [TIRNIY would be affeted by implemoentation of the propeesd alk management
actions” and that “[t)lese activities would inerease the potantial for cmpleyee injury and
accidents). The NPB amempls o downplay Lhese onpacts by describing ita yet-to-be
developed ~ and thercioer not diselowed Lo the public for consideration and comment -
requirements for firearms vse sod the skill of the perscanel involved bus provides no detail
as ts how safety riuks would be mimimized. Furthermore, as deacribed more fully above,
while the Draft EI& states that lethal reduetion activities would take place in the full and
winter, the number of visitors the pack vecaives during these months is certainly not
migligible, the Draft KIS does not indients haow Lhe NP5 plans to ensure that ne visitora are
in the avea while elk are being shot. While it i cary to close parking lots and post signs, 1
i not us simple o close off foot teaals thint trverse the park and entor onto adjacent land.

Other parks hove aeknowledped the impropriety of wsing wolunteer hunlers to
lethally reduce animals i the parks. For example, the Valley Ferge National Historie Parck

Digaft White-tuiled Decr Monegement PlanTIS ("Valley Forge Drafe E157) rojeets the use of

volunteers to kill dece in the pork as “infeasible” due to the terrwin of Lhe park and
continued use by vigitars during the propoesed management setions, Valley Forge Diraft EIS
at 2.9 Ipetesd, lothal seduction would be carvied sut hy authorized agents of the NP5
which do nof include “ckilled volunteers.” See id, (authorized apenis are “nther state and
federal agency personncl or contractora”).

Finally, the use of voluntesr, provate hunters to lelhally reduce the elk herd ot |

TRMF is imprudent in light of the fuct thal the legality and propriety of this same getion ot
RMNE iz currently brung challerged in Federal Court, See Waldkorth Grordans v NPS,
o, 1:08-cv-00608 (1. Colo).
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V. Conclusion

The Deaft EIS provides oo reasenalle juslilizition suppartiop the use of volunteer,
private hunters in the lethal reduction of the elk herd. Indeed, apart from providing local
hurterz a recreational opportunity in the Park, thers is ne reasonshle explanation for Lhis
actiom. As dizcussed more fully above, this is in direct contravention of the Organic Act and
the NP5's own regulations. ‘Thie point ie affirmed by the Leopeld Beport, an analysis
compiled by & committes appeinted by the Secretary of the Interior in the 19605 o address
the overpopulation of elk in Yellowstons National Tark:

We cannor endorse the view that the reeponsibility for romoving cxoess gamo
nimgla be ahared with seate Gsh and game departments whose primary
mnterent would be to copitolize on the recrestionsl value of the public hunting
that could thus be supphed. Such o propesal imputes & multiple use concept
of park mapapement wlhel woas never tended, which 13 nol legaily
permitted, nor for which we can Bod any compelling justifention todny.

Leopold, ef al., Wildlife Management in the Nationnl Parks (1965, oceilable of
httgeffwww nps govihistoryiistoryfonline_booksfAcopeldicopolds htme  (last accessed Mar
15, 2006).

The uae of voluatesr huntera alse contravencs the VIP Act, which doess not
contemplate the use of volunteers o this wanner, Purthermom, the Deaft B1S does nog
cumply with NEPA.  Finally, the Draft EIS raises significant coet, safety, and polioy
conecrng associated with the use of velunteers, and provides no reasened basis supportimg
the use of members of the public to kill elk in the Park.

Kﬂ.:{?eapp“ :‘! / Ag/‘

Kathryn J. Levyheq.

The Humane Society of the Undted States
2100 L Street, NV

Washingron, DO 20037
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Hnited Staies Doepartment of the Interior
Mclvin Fergusen CEC

Ihearcone Hoosevell Mational Pak

Hux T Medora,

Mewth Dakota, 58645,

2™ January 2008

Comments on Tk Manzmement Plan

Dear Sinf Ms,

1 weonddd like to ploce a subrnission of comment an the Theodore Roosevell Mationa! Perk’s Draft Clk Manapement
Plaoy’ Evviromment hopact Statement. After weetul oowsidesdion o review of the Theodors Boosevell Matlonal
FPark s Diraft Elk Management Plan' Environment Impaect Statement Doecember 2008, T feel thar Alemative D:
Testing pnd Trmslocation would be o betier oplion in meintnining end m:mngin_q_ the Park’s elk herd population
within the short and long temm, plus a more cost affective ana.

Altzrative I would uphold and su;rpunanmﬁcr of the NFEA regulation (Qda and (6a) and NP3 Maragement

Polieters 20006 (seetiom 44,2, section 4.4.4 1), plos remain compatible with the direction and guidance provided by
barthy the grnea] manngement and encrant strotegie plans for the Pk,

Under the Theodare Roosevelt National Park December 2008 Statereut (g 63) | yualily as o " willing recipicn” for

Adiarmuative 13, 'h.'T}r varresit shatus is as [llowes;

v Oglata Sipax Trbe Memboer

" Orwn and operate the Cedar Post Bk Ranch an Pine Ridge Indian Ressrvation

*" Hedd a current Possession Permat for Caplive Mog-Domestic Animuls from the South Dakots Animal
Indugtry Board (gee atlachment), Peemit MNo: 20081213

Fiave 33 head of ¢lk on the Ranch, all healthy and bave 00 acres ol State certificd and inspected fencing,
Sume Inspected and approved handling facility

We are inspested snnually by the South Dakota Animal Indusiry Beard.

LA
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v W e CWD clearcd, amd have hed two of our ek weated for CWD in the past 3 months. Tests show CWID
negative (see attachment).

Al animals on the Ranch are TB accredited wnd Broveilosis cerlified. (ses attachnsent)

We will nol be secking any immedinte commercinl gain from slk baought in from (e Theadars Roosevelt
Maticnal Park.

RQufficient land is available to support around 400 head of elk.

We maintain continual testing and health chezks of all our emimels and provide the highest quality feed.
Al aur animals are able W gras Feely and mainin their nutuml mstinet i fongng, mitng, socalising
and playing.

LYY

AN

Additionally, elk ure seen a5 an impoatant past of the Oglala Sioux’s cultural and heritage background
Unforunatcly, the members ol etk on lbe Reservation ae limited, and this brings very lutle opporiunity [or the local
sehools to ofTer hands on education Lot the student (o fern aboyt their past and cuitural connection to the clk and
otheer wild life. Cedar Post Elk Ranch hes besn nble bo close this gap by infeoducing the ok io local schools (see
attaghment},

A added benefit which has also been observed is thet visitor (o the Kescrvation wre also able o obseove, up clase,
the ellc i their natus envirenment and we e able (0 educats them on the importance of elk (o the Reseration and
o the Oglule Sioux peaple

Melvin Ferpuson
(CED)
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Permit Number: 2008-F-212

Meivin Fergusos
Cedar Post Ell Hanels
Kyle, SE 57752
 CURRENT CERVIDAE HERD STATUSES
FROGRAM | STATUS LEVEL Anniversary |
] L Date/LTD
Chronic Wasling, Digease |- oo Faeni] M3 L
Tuberculosis ! - . W —— sz
DBirucclosis | - . |

EXPLANATION OF CERVIDAE HERD STATUSES

Chronie Wasting Disease (CWIN — Cervid herd is enrolled in the mandatery Chrosic Wastiag Discas:
sayveillenes program.

CWD M1~ Al feost 12 mombhs of qualified surveillance,

W M2 = Greater thin 24 months of qualified svrveillomes,
CWI3 M3 -~ Greates than 36 mouths of qualified surveillance.
CWD M4 - Grester than 42 months of quatified survzlllaree.
CWDD S - Greater than 60 months of qualified surveillance.

Tuberculosis {Accredited) — Cervid Ferd is perticipating in the volantary Tuberculosts Acereditation
prigrum.

Lewel 1 - 1™ hepel pest has been completed of all animals over [2 months of ege.
2™ el test et he done 9-135 munths faler in order o move forward in the Tubsreulosis Acoredilation

GTOETTE.

Level 2 - 2™ herd 1est has heen completed of all animals over 12 months of age. &;r:rr.dﬂu.! shilus 15

awarded.
A Tuhersulasiz whole herd test must be done every third year in arder to maintain accredited slans,

Brucellosic {Certified) ~Cervid Herd L;;i:ﬂi:ipuﬁng in the voluniary Hrueellosis Cerlfiction program

Level 1 - 1% herd teg1 has been completed of all animals cver 17 months of age.
3™ hord tet uet be done 9-15 monthe later In ovder 10 move forward in the Brucellosis Cerulication program

Level 2 = 2™ herd test hos been completed of all animals over 12 months of ape. Certified slafus is awaréed
A Brocellegis whele ferd tesl st be done every third year in order to maimzin cerdfled sy,
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Little Wound High School 3o s i
PO pON
Ry, 826 e nE -jﬁ g’- .
W PO Bux 434
Kyle, 50 57752
E ol I K RANT Tel:fE5-455-2471
December 12, 2008 WATIVE FLE FI3R LIFE e cedaprns el COy
- i ] Ty e
Ceckal Posd Elk Ranch o Malgg . Jo Naylos — T qusen
R T e Fax:  J2) -E2TH - 454 Pages: 3 (notinche i"hi} (ox anewt)
0 B 4 : / !

Fyle, S0 57752 Phone: Date: A0 Decanber Joo®
ClaarRishAT D o Re: (Gmoends, O 71K Managed Plan oo —_—

| juest wantad 10 et you Ko b rmasch | I ow i shudents were exgiled wlanl
Viitng e Cectar Past Elc Ranch. Wit of e b nover oo £ i befcra and esproisly 1ol up [l urgent  [] ForRoview [] Pisace Comment [ PlenseReply [ ] Please Recycle
cloga, Several of lix: shadents ora ST talking abol hand freding your sl spples,

Cindar Fost B Ranch is 21 fop nofeh erganization. Your cormpsny brings mueh o aur earmenienily, Asa
bralogs: and badogy inacher | am aways lookig for maw Ieaming opparunsas kor iy studenin Your
rerich i ocated Closely tnaugh o our school B8 b aliow for sevaral day iips Ity class penods an G0
mnuked fong and | was alle ke biing ooch of my bislagy classas 1o your ranch for an kewr koag
prezentaiisn and s0ll be abie o gel my sdenls back n 90e for her nexl cas, Living in 2 remote
arza like we do, it ia often difficalt i find educational opportuniies for our siudents wiliaut bussing
them a hundrad milee cway. | Imow that sducelional smvces ar not the main facus of your
ula:llshmah:mﬂhe:.ra?:mutihnhmamwabhmmmmndmmﬁerhuwmﬂwr
commurity.

The presentalion you gave v very iInfornathve, fun and espesaly inleresting | founa both of you &0
b wery knowdzdgesbie and fiendly. The lunds on evpaniances yeu affarded fo- my shudents was
priceess. Thiy wil always rememvoar Me fisld p to e ok ranch,

I am very exciied that you have brought in this now and growing Businees & lndin Country nd that it

frmvobves e use of the: North Amenican oik in its nathe faliist and that this ks a beng done organisaty,
Tre Cedar Post Bl Ranch will provide healthy meat sad medicingl oo for many peopls & will also
bring an econamicat boost bo nur community in Bme providing jobs for our youth 52 well as educatonal
oppartunities. Tounsr and hunling opporunitias ae well 35 sducotonal ones and new el el nzsan
fican fiis new business ventura. | nopa you wil fenl Fme o share tis letier wilh ol as | wish o
openy and pubicly endorge the Cedar Fost Elk Ranch s aomt-fiesied aseet o our cammirmnity,

Binconely,

Caniel G, Snathen
Litthe Wowrsd High School Scicnoe Department Chal
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oisseton-Wahpeton Oyate
LAKE TRAVERSE RESERVATION
0. Bnx S09
100 Velerurns Memnrdal DRirdve
Agency Village. South Dakota 572620500
Pheme: [605) 698-391 1

OFFICE OF THE TRIBAL CHAIRMAN

WValeric Naylor, Supecinlandent
Thewdore Roosevel! Natlonal Park
PO, Box 7

Medom, ND 58645

RE: Surplus Blk

Dear Mz, Navlor,

Movember 21, 2008

I has come o oor antentlon thal Teddy Roosevelr Mational Park may have an Flk
redduction Fropmm this year, I 53, please consider this letier a request for approximately
30 of the animals {o be used for the Tribes Food Pantry, Fldedy Frogram, Alcohal
Program and Thabeles Program, The hides will be used for making leather and for drams.

On behalf of the Sisselon Wahpeion Ovate we wigh to thank you for allowing our Teibe
to he a part of the Mational Porks Surplus Preperty Program.

1P aur sequest is ppproved pleass coondinate the wansfer with the Tribes Fish and Wildlife
DHipestor, Mr. Alvah Cuinn et 605-698-3911 Ext, # 213, Should you heve sy questions
you may call Mr. Quinn or myself s 805-698-3911 Exr. #102,

CC: Alvah Quing, F & W Lareclor

Bl COULEE = BUFFALD LAXE » ENEMY SWIM + |[EIPA/VEBLEN = LARE TRAVERSE » LUSNG HOLLOW = OLD ACERCY

Thank wou,

Pbefectl) —

Micheel Seivape, Sr.
Tribal Chairman
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A7 SOUTH SLOOND STREET
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1 P (7017 323 8580
7 Fow [T Fe2-paar
@omal; rosa Wnos gk urg

wnw relslockimen ang

o
=
Rl e

=

March 16, 2004

Superintendent

‘Theudore Roosevelt Mational Park
PO Box 7

Mledorn, WD SR645-0007

hear Buperinmendenr:

The Noath Dakoie Stockmen's Awociution (NDSA) has analyzed the Nationnl Park Service's Dirafy Blk
Management Flan md Enaronmeantal Impact Sttenent listing oliernutives for sddressing the park's elk
population.

Our meanbers wentified dealing wath the overpopelsied elk berd in the purk as o priocty isem lase fall 21
our annual convenlsn They aubepted an “EIE™ resolution of thot meeting, “The resolution peints o the
impacts of the now nearly WHEhoead of clk i the park, including these to the ringe, fences and prisately
wned fecdslulTy, The reselation also points to 2lk's dircase-carrying tendency and possilile
consequendes o domestic livestock herds, Theasfone, nmnile:s codkass all agprupsic sations laing used
1 prevent the clk’s escape and overproduction and oppose any cibense of te sannals on lsderal, satc o
privare Innds in Morth Dakols.

With thuse objectives in mied, the NDSA also opposcs any of the Park Service's proposad management
slratepaes ihisd wonkd 1) inke no pctiom; 27 introduce clk into new arcas of the siae: andfor 31 move them
o pravate lands. The remaining allematives, or thit propossd by sthers w allow resident sharpshaoters
10 a58161 with the ks elk remaval, would be our prefered options, us they would lessen the impacs
area landowners and Ivostock producers.

Regpoantmives of our argasizition smphasizes these thowghs ond priodtes =0 the recemt wamhat]
meetings i Dickinson, Fargo, Mo, Mamdan and Medo

Please consider thede communis ux you nrake your degison

Snecerely,

ﬁu.lu, (f.uaﬂjdfw

Julee Ellingsan
Execulive Yice Fresidan
Morih Dkt Stockmen’s Association
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Valerie Maylor

Superintandent

Taeodore Bonsevell National Park
PO Box 7

Medora. N{-::rhﬂiakum SRE4S-0007

Thearr M hemflor,

I'lie Morth Didcoma Game and Fish Department (TDepanment) offers the following comments on
ke Theodare Roosevell Nalional Park (TRMP) Elk Management Plar Environmental Tmpact
Statenent (F18). We appreciate the oppormenity to provide comments on the BIS cnd recognize
the challenging pature of elk manapement within a natiopal park. Your lnsk is not sn easy oue,
hur we believe that o solution exisls Thet will accomplish the cbjective of controlling clk
numhers in and around TN, Finding this sehtion will reguive a commitment on the part of
ihe Mational Park Service (NPS) to consider a wide runge of potential options, some of which
prer enntained in the E15, while athers are not, We beliove thot such.a rangs of options are
neceszary o reduce and muatntain the park's 21k papnlacion al the destred level over lime

Tiie Department has reviewed the alicraatives i the elk management plan E15 and does not
suppert eny of (hem as they arc currently writtzn, We believe that with some modilications an
alernative. or a combination of selected companents of the altematives could work, be fiscally
responsible, biologically sound, and gamer public suppost from the eitizens of Marth Dakola.
We will first detsil our conceros with the alternatives presealed m lbe dreft FIS wnd then will
sugpest modificalions we believe would result in effective menagement of the ok populaticn
a: TRNP.

Allernative Az No Aetion

s Thisis sanderd in all B18 documents, and could be viable depending en the carrying
capacity for clk in TRNE, While TRNP lias 521 2 populaticn objeetive for ellc i be pork
in the EI5, we do net believe this i3 the carrying eapacity, and damage W the pak's
sepsvslam docs nat accus al a much preater population level. The biolopical carrying
ua.pa;:iql' of THANT showld be reassessed amd alternatives viewed in this contex rather
than the population goal identified in the BIS.

Alieromtive B: Direct Reduction with Firearms

o This altemative calls Gor reducing the estimated populution of elk fom opproximately $00-
1,300 down to 200 animals over & fiva-year period. In vears 1-4 the NES would remove
375 elk per vear, and 258 in the final year. This estimate factors in a0 annual 23% growth
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ratz in the population.

PS5 would reduce elk nembers by Killieg them with fineanms and dogoting the mest
{Teel lvwermg alisesese festingg ) o food pantres, NPS swll or contrsesrs would do most of the
work in teams during (e late fall and early winter.

o This alternative will be expensive - NPS estimates 51-2 million over s five-vear parind
(E200,000 - S400,000 par year). The Department belicves this cost estimale is lar too low,
Costs wold be incurred in payiog the Jedeoul employees undfor the conmeew s, paving
sumenne 1o Geld dress (e animals, paying to remove the animals from the park by
methods other thun motorized vehicles, paving w store the carcasses until disease testing is
done, paving for the disease testing, paying to transport the carcasses to & processing
failizy, paying to have them butchered, wnd then poying fo bave the met tmnsported 1o
ford distribation locations,

+  Thure s a provision [or the ose of volunieers as ieom members for various tasks in the
prowess, This may include kelling, butchering, packing our, disease sample collection, and
carcass handling, The NPS will have itz own system of selecting qualified voluntecss,
althouph i1 iz not detailed in the ETS. Thaese selected to kil elk with fresoms would have to
demumstrate proficiency in fisearme. Details on all of these are anknown,

*  Voluntesrs moy nol kesp any meat, inclodiog toss who will be doing Ow killing. Doing so
wiould muke it "hunting” which i3 not allowed. aceording o the NPS citing the current law
andfor policy that governs management of TRNP,

e Thers is no explanotion of how oz iF voluntzers would be compensated fiv: their expenses,
We suspeet 1t may he similar w the Rocky Mountain MNational Tark concept which we
believe 15 designed to dissuade interest in being a voluntcer.

*  Thare is o mention of which duys o lhe week (e work would be done. If much of the wark
i% chme durnng regular work duoys, then the potential pool of volunteers would be limited.

= We believe the NPS provision for the use of velunieers in this aliermuotive is not whst the
pubrlic: is expecting, and we certainly do not suppen it nor will the Department assist the WPS
in its implereniation. The citizens of Merth Dakotn will be diseppointad in this option vnee
they realize what it really mesns, ond will eventoally reset negulively, A few North Dakotans
might b given the job of killing sume unimaly ws pan of @ supervised KPS/ contractor Leun,
brust {lzt £5 nowhbere near what the public is expecting. 1L would simply be killing - nothing
more, This is not the tvpe of volunteer role the vast majority of Morth Dakota's hoing
public would be irterested in and we Believe the NP8 knows thot, By offering up thes
alternative, NP3 will be ahle to sy it allowed wee of volunteers, but there was limited
interest.

Alernative C: Roundop and Futhanasia

o This alwernative calls for the roundirg up and suthanizine of 800 elk over o 22-doy period,
A helicopter would be used 1o drive elk into o pen and holding fweility over six davs, then
kill s procesy the animals over the next 16 davs, with zome animals baing confined in s
pen ferup o 10 dayvs, Once disease testing iz campletd the carcasses would be donated a5
frod,

s Many of the same steps and sxpenses would be similar to Altcrnative B, Reduction with
Firearms. Again, we helieve the cost estimates in (ke EIS are (oo conservative for this
alterntive,



v We elso question the NPS concerning the status of de elk while in e halding, pens, How

will they be cared for, fed and watered? In 19932, elk were held in the same holding fueility
for an extenled] period of Ume, there wers numerous animals killed or sesiously injueed. It
was frankly o very ugly situation and thesc wild animals ceserve a beiter fue

Alternative I} Roundup, Testing, and Trenslocation
*  Thisalternative would require 386 elk to be munded up, killzd and 1ested for CWI, The

carcisses would be processed and held wntil the disease test mesults are complited then
distributed 03 Lood i no problems are found, The 286 individusls i the siatistizally
J”."-_’l-lif'-'-d. sample size o docunwent there is 5 99% chance the herd s CWD Treetoa 1%
evel,
In addition to the 386 animals to be killx, at least 668 elk would have to be rounded up |
end translocated aver lhree veurs o accomplish the initinl reduction, with subseguent
reundups of smaller pumbers in future years a5 mointenanee,
The NP3 would make elk available to Trdian tribes, rerprolit conservalion orgarizations,
and ofher apencies. .
If interest in wranslocating the elk is not sufficient ta inclucs all avuilable elk, twein e
rernainder wouhl be killed and donated as meat.
Qur Department is requesting the NP8 ansure that the elk are handled buranely and anly
given to enfities thal will retain them in an aren with suiable hahitay Previous elk :
translocations fom TRMNP have resulicd in elk beicg shipped 1o an Indian tribe in South
kol londed on o differt truck, and shipped hack to North Duikots into a private gime
faemn. This was met with great eriticism b the public, and he KIS has the resporzsibiliny 1o
ensure It does not happen again w a valuable, publicly owned wildlife resource,
Unforunately, the orly refierence we sa i the plan regarding this issue thuy fr iz a
requirament for "no immediate commersinl gain We den't know what this means, hut
suspect it will nat be sufficient in preventing profiteering and privolization of a pulilic
wildlife resource. We are concerned the NS will use this gs & way o "wash ils hands" of
what Tappens (o the eaimals oisce = wansloention has oeeurred - which is not acceplable. We
atrongly request the WPS clearly state in the final EIS exactly how trenslocations are 10 be
conducted, develop striet guidelines conceming the habitat the recipicm of the etk must
have, and create |I‘.R,i!].!j’ b'!i!'HJiﬂg agreements that preshibit the selling, ha.rl.a:ing or irede of
elk From TRNP w0 private entities or commercial gperations,

Adlternative E: Hunting Ouiside the Park

This altemative seeks 1o enhance elk hunting opportunitizs outside the TENP, The WPS
ascknpwledges it would noad the cooperation of e Drepartment, LS. Ferest Servico and
private landowners, 1t ix the Drepartment’s position Fud this sllermative will sol addsess (he
problem of excessive clk in TRNP. A suceeasfil public hunting: progmun that has the supposd
af ieosl adjacent lendawners is alremdy in Place. The INPS does pod have authority oulside of
the perk 1o adjust or change tsese hunting seasons s an sllermative for addreszing elk
mumagement prohlems inside the park.

This altermadive is pocrly described und provides lintle desail other than to say NPS wauld
manmpulate the fence and use I'u:Jic::P[:rs o drive ek out of the park alier the elose of ke
smare’s elk hunting s=ison in December, We arc nod sure why the NP5 is considering this ime

91

pericd, Doing so may set up a sitaation similar to the hison huet edjecent o Yellowswone
Mational Park where huntees would sil and wait for tee 2ison to walk out of the park and then
alwot Be aninals ina “shooling gallesy” manner. This led w serfous on-site protests gpains
the hanr, extensive medis coverage, and bod publicity for the swte of Moatena and hunters in
weneral, Tn addition, the use of mretuli to haze or harass wildlile for the pupose of huntiae
would likely be u vielution of the federal Aitbome Hunting Act.

v The NPE also does not identify specific areas where it would manipalate the fence, nor dues

it digeuss the distanes it would chase the elk away (rom the park. Elk that ac bazed out of the
pack mazy retumm very quickly or may move ina direction or distance st wis not andicipatcd,
causing problems with a preater number of private lnndewners,

s The Department has made it Glear (o the public and loeal ranchers that we would not
suppsart this type of altercative, Based on discussions with srea renchers snd gracing
astocialions, we nre agsuming they would be strongly epposed to this altemative.

*  The NI"# & wanuming v hurvess of 273 elk in each of the Grst four years and 258 in the fiflh
year, which would allow it 1o reach the poal of 200 in five vears, This estimale Gctors e an
initial popalation of approximately 1,300 and an annval 253% powth ote. We seheve this
level of harvest cannnt he achisved outside of TENP weng hunters in January and Febraary.

Alternative Tz Use of Fertility Agenis

= Thes elterative 1 not beng corsidered for the inftial reduction and will anly be cnnsidensd
a5 1 mauntenunce option if a drug can be Tound that is effective and causes no side ffects 1w
the enimal, or people whe may consume tha treated animal

v The Depnrment strongly oppeses the use of ferility drugs in wildlife and would oot
support thiz option for reduction or maintenance. In fact, the State Votormuian and e
Depactment bave a policy of not allowing the wae of fertility azents for wildlific in North
Dakola.

Tt sesms the NP5 has given lictle consideration for the long-temm costs of maintaining the elk
herd inside TRWP beyord the plancing horimon gel in the E1S. Thiz issue is a significany vae to
the public and palicy makers, This should bring into consideration the aption to allow the use
ol hunting, a proven wildhile management techuiqu, (o reduce elk numbers when noeesary. [t
iy e that hunting in TRNP would require congressional spproval and if it is the case ten
1t should be included as an allernative pending congressional eetion. This would be similar to
the inclugion of Alternative F, which will anly beeome viable if sdequate fertliny agents can he
fomnd in the future,

Tuming in national parks was not peritled in most instences when the park sysiem was
crzated and built over the last century. Wikdl:fe populations had been decimated ard the neec for
sanctuaries wi real. A o result o bias apainst hunting became firmly ingrained in the cultere of
the NI'S. Tinves have changed and while the pagt alitudes and polizies served 2 noble, purpose it
is time 1o laok forward. Wiat confronts the NPS, not anly in TRNP bl in mony other national
parks, is managing ungelate pupuletions that have crcceded their desired level o bivlogical
cartying cupueily. 1 seems only logical that the owners of these hig game aniimds, the pablc,
should be allowed 1o assist in reducing populations



W are asking the NP3 to renssess its decision to ool consider Alsinative O (aracled) as
developed and recomumended by our Depariment, which uses Certilied Volwiteer Sharpshooicers
i reduee the elk population in TRNE, We contitme o support the e ol s alizinative as a
stand-aloac option or & companent of a nwore comprehenzive alternative. This could be
aceomplished by amending one of the proposed altermatives, which woud nepate the nead o re-
dur the EIS process, We would be willing 1o work with NP3 on he development of o
comprehenzive aliemative that would incorporat: key components of the proposcd alrnatives
wnd Alemacive G, We believe such an aliermative would be cllvelive and be suppored by a
broad-cress section of the public, as well as lepislative and political leadsrs.

Again, the Momh Dakota Game and Fish Depurtment appreciatcs the opportenily 1 comment oo
the TRKP ek management EIS. It 15 our sincese hope that we can work with the NP5 w craft a
selutivee o this complox wildife managemen| chisllenge o (e satisfaction of all inberestisl
parties. Accomplishing thus task will be ditfieult and may reguice i moigque and viswonary
approach, but we believe it can ¢ done.

Simncerely,

7:&-%; ﬁm«ﬁﬁ/

Terry Steinwand
Dircstor

Ene lasure
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ALTERNATIVE G: Initial Reduction and Maintenance by Certified
Volunteer Sharpthooters

This alternarive would be implemented ay e stand alone option or used in
eombination with certain compaonents of ather alternatives under
consideration depending upon the time frame identified for accomplishing
the population reduction. Elk would be remeved by Centified Volunteer
Sharpshoaters (CV5) using high powered rifles. Curcesses would be
removed from the pak by the CVS using approved NPS means. The OVS
will process the meat and may keep it or donate it to a food pentry. The
remaval period would be November through February when park visitation
i5 low and would coincide with state implemented hunting seasons cutside
the park. Onee the initial elk population goal was achieved, additional
removal actions using CV3 would be condugted as needed 1o maintain the
desired population range.

Questions and Answers Related to Alternatlve G

1y What Is a Certifled Valunteer Sharpshooter (CVS)? ACVSis
someone that has had an spproved hunter education course or is deemed
legally eligible to obtain the necessary North Daketa ltcenses or permits o
teke or posscss big game, and participates in a specialized training course
designed by TRMF and the North Dakota Game and Fish Department. Once
approved, the CV'S will be given a permit to remove an elk from the park.

2) Can a CVS be a resident or a nonresident of North Dakota? The elk
in TRMP are considered to be stare regulated wildlife and therefore wnder
current Merth Dakata law ondy residents ny leke or possess clk in
adherence with rules and regulations established by the Governar, For
nonresidents to be ¢ligible the state legislanire would have 1o make a special
allowance for thic situation o TEME and the Governor would have 10
include such a change in proclaimed rules and regulations.



3) When would CVS be in the park condueting removal operations?
Removal operations weuld oceur from November through Fehruary, This 1z
i time period where park visitation 15 exmremely low and conflicts with ather
park users would be nearly nonexistent. This time perind is also prior o the
ume of year when male elk shed their antlers. The focus of the remaval
effost is on the femals segment of the population.

4) How will CVS be selected? Members of the public will be required to
subrait an on line application. The MES and NDGFD will work
cooperatively on sereening the applicants to insure they mest the standards
set for being & CVS, Once a list of applicants has been reviewed and
approved, the permits to take and possess an clk from TRNP will be issyed
by random loltery. The CVS will then be required wo satisfactorily complete
an om line training course. Prior to the OV beginning the elk remaval
process, they will be required ro participate in an ensite preparation meeling.

5) How will the removal process actually work? The MPS and NDGED
will establish 2 mumber of zones in TRMP, These zones are designed to
manage the scivities of CVS in any given time period and to spread out and
maxmmize the effectiveness of the removal operation in the park. A spectfic
number of CVE will be allowed into a zane for o set period of ime,  1fthey
arc ungucceseful in removing an elk during their assigned time period they
do not get unother chance. The nomber of CVS in any one zone will be
closely regulated to avoid conflicts and mimimize any possible mteractions
with other park users.

) WIll using zones in the park with a sct aumber of CVS be able (o
reduce elk numbers substantially? We believe 11 will, For cxample, in the
late [all and early winter of 2008-200% there are 17 seven day periods, If you
atlow each CVS one seven day period and have 10 CVS in each af the five
oncs per seven day period for the duration of the 17 periods you will have
allowed B30 VS the apportunily to remove an ¢k, Assuming a success
tate of 50% that 15 a wial of 425 elk removed.  Even gt 25%, that is 212 elk
remaved and utilized at minimal cost o the MBS, At the sume ume elk
hunling seasons will be condueted outside the park in the anticipation that
remaval actions will drive some elk cut of TRMP thereby increasing the total
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nurriber of elk removed. 1T there are more than 5 zones or if the dengity of
CVS in each zone is ullowed to be more than 10 per seven day period then
the effectivensss increases.

T) Will there be a cost for a VS permit® The MPS may charge each
appraved CV3 o fee. The fees will be used to help cover the expenditures
the park will incor managing the CVS allemative,

#) How will the CVS remove the carcass onee they have killed an elk?
The remaval of the elk carcass from the park is the responsibility of he
CVS. All cdible flesh and head must be removed, Removing the head will
be required so the animmal can be tested for CWD. The park does not allow
the use of motor vehicles off of established roads and designated trails;
therefore, the carcass must be removed by packing the animal aut on fool o
by horseback, or by using non-motorized wheel carts in areas other than
gpecifically designated wilderness arcas where wheeled vehicles of any kind
are not allowed.

9) Will the CVS need to he accompanied by u NPS employee? Mo, that
would be urnecessary. Each CVS will be essigned to a specific zone and sl
aciess Lo that arza will be on foot or horseback, There will be rules
specifically prohibiting shooting elk while on or adjacent to a roadway
thereby eliminating “road hamting” as 2 concern. A CVS on fool or
horseback in the park will not cause any damage to the pack. its facilities or
the general publiz and, therefore, there is not need for a NP5 staff mewber 1
actompany e CVE, In addition, there will be a deily mandatory check in
and check out requirement in place, The NPS and MDGFD will staff thess
check stations,

10} What about CWD concerns? CWD has not been docunented as
oecurring in the TRMNP elk herd nor any other wild elk herd i Nasth Dakota,
As part of the framing course and on site preparation meeting each CVS will
ke informed aboct CWD and the proper precantions that should be token. In
additiom, all elk removed by & OWS must be checked in at the mandatory
check stotion 3o CWD sample may be taken and tesled. Each clk removed
from the park by a CVE will be assigned a number and when the CWD et
tesults gre returned the CVS will be notified.
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 Whdunma Direc izal Soclery of Morth Dakots _

ot Diakoa Hesitags Center - 612 East Boulevand Averws, Besimaeck, ND 585050034 » Phone T01-228-2658 « Fax: 701-328-3710

Decerber 31, 2008
Walerle ], Boaylor
Superintendent
Theodore Boosevelr Mabomnal Park
PO Bowe ¥
Medora, KD 58645

MNDSHPO Ref.: 090209 [also 84-0164] KPS Theodore Roosevelt Mational
Park: THRO Elk Management Men and Draft F15

Dear Valerie:

We have received and reviewed: “Thecdore Roosevelr Marional Park Elk
Management Plan and Drafi Eroviconmental ITmpace Starement.” A MNu-Action
Alvwernative (A) and flve (5) other Adrernatives (B-T) are treated i the
document. Asa prefesred altemative has not been solected, we will confine our
cenunends w general maceers concerning oulural resources,

As reported on poges 33-34, culrural resourees are not suspected to be impact
topdes of the Elk Management Flan, Protocols are outhned m the event thar
there are impacts w resources, soruccures, landscapes, and collections. Under
Alrernative E, fence alteratione are mentioned, and this activity warrants
consileraten of potential impsces w cultural resources shauld i be
Implemented. Likewise, Fire Management Plans carried cut in concordance
with the owerall management plan, merlr conslderation of potential impaces
peiar ta their implemeancation as well.

Thank you for the apponunity to review the prgect and we look forased oo
fusther congulmtion en it I you have questions please contace cither Paul
Plcha ar (7O1) 328-35%4 or Susan Quinnell ar (701 328-3576 or
squinnell@nd gov .

Sincercly,

arlan E. Faaverud, Jr.
Srane Historic Presecvation Officer (orth Dakota)
arwl

Ermnil: histnesind gy « Wk aie: Stisdwawnd. gowhics 11V, 1-500-388 B85
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MEDORA GRAZING ASSOCIATION
P.OBOX 108
MEDORA, ND 38645

To: Valenie I, Naylor Superintendent,
Thendare Roasevelt Nutiona) Purk

Re: Blk coumments

The Medara Grazing Association, Board of Disectors hereby submits the folluwing
comments o the Theodore Roosevell Nutional Pack Elk Management Plun,

We fizel that Altemative C would be the proper alternalive (o address the over-population
of elk within the park boundaries, The initial redpslion would bezt he aceomplished
throngh Mis ullermative,

The ransporting of elk by truck to o federally inspected mocessing fecility for euthanasia
would be humans, quick, sconomical, and have the least unpaet on surrounding
rangeland adminisiered by (he Medora Grazing Association,

I e luiure, after the initial reduction is completed, the park service should explare (he

use of hunting witlin the perk boundarics 10 maintuin proper elk population. We do nat

support e idea of herding elk out of the park boundarics for hunting [ULpOEES OF
popalation control, N

Sincerely,

o B
f%ii&@ J

Raard of Tlirectors, Medara Grazing Association

EM&W
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Reft EPR-M MAR 18 2009
Yalerie Naylor, Superintendent
Theodure Roosevelt National Park
Box 7

Medaora, Marth Dakotw S86435-0007

Re:  Theodyre Rocsevel National Park
Flk Management Man Diealt FIS
CEQ & 20080521

Dhear Superimendent Waylor:

{NEPA) and Section 309 of the Clean Air Act, the U5, Envirenmental Prolection A

. : . e : ney (EPA
Region ¥ has ceviewed the Theodare Rooseveli National Park ik Mirmegemere lemgen.-;ﬁ[ :
F.nymrm;nfuf J'mpa‘c_r.‘:?arimeeﬂ (DEIS). Szetion 309 of the Clean AdrAct ditects EPA (s
review and camment in wriling on the eavironmental impacts of any magor federnl agency action
EP'A’s comments include o rating of the envinmmental impaer of the proposed acti .
adequacy of the MEPA decament. = etion and the

In nceordancs with our responsibilities under the National Envimamental Policy Act

Accarding o the DEIS, the Theodore Roosevelt National Park is i

) PrOpOsing to devalo
und_ implament an clk managemean steategy 1o addeess the large poputution of elk in the SumlliJ
Unit of the park that will be compatible with the long-term protection and preservation of park
resources. The ewrrent elk population in e South unit is estimared ar 900, Hused on
:trl.i:n-rmgu;: .-I:-:h ay Ful',:n management practices, modeling, policies and guidance, i was
determined that 3 population size between 100 and 400 would meet the desired condin
Lightly grazed system. e conditon of a

In nabdlition 1o the na action aliemative, the DEIS presents five s il
the objectives of the plan. Allernacives B through F w:r:dcvclupod ﬁuﬂl:ﬁi:}ﬂlm:r e
reduction and maintenance. Alternative B outlines direet reduction throegh firearms, Altemative
& miuﬂ:'s mdlmalnbm'nr- papulinion through reundups und euthanasia s offosite Jur.-axlims !
Alternative D incorporues renslocation for healthy elk after Chronic Wastingy, Digegse I:"..;Ii:n
and Al_t_smmv.-c E provides increased elk hunting opportunities cutside of the park. .-'Liir.muﬁ%u:
F, fertility conwol of female elk, wis developed as 4 maintenaree ol oaly. This allernative
could nfuy be mplemented after initial reduction efforts were wecomplited through another
nltcmalr_'.rc in u_r-in;- 0 micet lrget population goaly, Curently, the park s not considering
Alternative & since there are no fertility control sgents available a this fme that meel MNational
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Park Service (NPS) guidelines set forth In the DEIS (pages 72-73), howevez this allernative may
b comsidered In the fulure = technology improves.

Additionally, the DEIS presents sdaplive management seenarios and outlings a st-sep
approach in the event an elk MARAEEMEDL aetivn neads 1o be altered onee o |_m_-l'r._n el nlternative
is chosen. For this plan, adaplive management s hinged on the elk population sicz as the
primary fuctor that would affect the South Unit from reaching the objeclive wf being a lightly
grazed system. Additionally, monitoring nder this plan would target both the elk population as
well as shifig in grasslond vegetation patterns in elk vse anes, :!|_u'1 would alaalcmm: ather
virinbles. TPA is pleased thet so much consideration has gene into the adaptive management
process, reeognizing thul a cenain level of unestainty exists and that monagement techeiques
sometimes need to be adjusted as new information is available.

Tt is EPA"s responsihility to provide an independent review and evaluation of the
potentinl environmental impacts of the project. The TIFIS states thel NP3 will identify the .
preferred lemptive for the Elk Management Plan only afler consideration of comments m.cmw:d
during the public review period, EPA also realizes that corlain date, sach as the 2005 and 2006
data on elk movement and distribution, still wwaits analysis. However, EPAs review hias et
identified any polentinl environmental impacts requinng :,1!!1.-:aa'ntiv.‘. cl'mngv:s.w the proposed
plun, and therefore all altemnatives will receive the same rulng of Lack nf‘ﬂh_;em?ns.l Although
it ahould he noted that if and when future fedility control technology mests (e criteria oulined
i e [DELS, there may be unforeseen limitalions or consequences sasnciafied with the technology

that were not eonsidered Juring the planning stages.

EPA commends the NPS for its thorough review and enalysis of the issues, afficted )
environment, and propesed alternatives in order to develop this DEIS. 1 you have sy questions
regarding the NEPA process ar this rating, please conlact me 303-112-6004, or Melanie
Wasco of my stafTat 303 312-6340,

Sincercly,

Larry Svoboda
Dir=ctor, NEPA Program
Ecosysterns Protection and Remedialion

Enclosure:

Ratings Criveria



U5, Envircamental Prolection Agency Rating System for Drafi Enviroomental Iimpact
Statements
Definitions and Follow-Up Action®

Environmental Impact of the Actiay

LU - - Lack n[mm_ﬂhﬁwmmhumwmumﬂwm i identified any posential
mmmpmu] mﬁl redring substantive chanpes 1 e proprsal. The review enay bave disclosed opporinities
fior spplication of mitigmion measuses that eonld b accomplished with a2 mwove than milocr ¢hanpes w ihe propassl,

EC - - Environmental Coneerns: The EPA rewvisw b idemified environmenta) imgacts that shoald be avoided i
mw_rulhrpn_:w the emvironment. Comeniive mnmmﬂun@uhﬂmpﬂﬁmwNm "
spplication of miligniinn measures hat can reduce thess fepacts,

salfivient magniude that they are ursatsfactory frem the sinndpaint of public health dr welfare ore
qualiry. EPA iatends 60 wark with the Mlpquurduee&mim. If the Mmmﬂﬁunﬂwma:?mmﬁ
lmmmrnmﬂusﬂm1msup..miammu'Aﬁlib:mmmﬂnd&rmﬁ:ﬂulnmccmim" ’

Eoviromental Guality (CRG)
Adequacy of the Impact Statement

Category 1 - - Adequate: ERA beliaves the draft EI5 acequately are forth the envirarmental inpactis} of ihe
prefucred alismutive and those of the nitemstives reastuahly nvailable to the project ar setion, Mo furiher mmalysis af
dals collection 5 necessary, bat the mviewer may siggest the afditon of clarilying langusge or informarlon. )

Category 2 - - Insufficlent Information: The draft E15 does mtomwdn:uﬂ"minlhﬁmﬁnq[wﬂﬁmmuy

asscea envizonmencal impacts that should he aveided inarder 1o fally protest the emvirrmiment, or the EPA, reviewer

;:Isslﬂmlﬂn;mwmm vnilble aliermatives that we within the spectrum of Eemi e analyzed in the dralt
. which could reduce the enviramental impcts of the setion, The idsntified sdditions) informaticn

analyses or iscusshon shinid be iocaded in the fin] ET5, ' ' B

Category 3 - - Iusdequate: FPA does ot believe that the draft IS i qumrly atrerses | inlky significant

mvimmm impacts of the action, or the EPA reviewsr has identified pew, reasanably nvailatbs alteruatives thar
are outide of the spectmim of altsruatives snalvesd in te drofit EIS, whish shgald be namalyzed in order i reduce the
patemtially ﬂ#lmﬂ._l'l EAvironmenial n-upnm. EFA believes thar the ideatilied nddbional isdurmation, dats,
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THE WILDLIFE SOCIETY

5410 Crogvensar Lang - Dethesda, MD 70814-2144
Tel: (301) BHT-H7T0 » Fooe: (300) 530-2471
E-mail- twegranlidili: org

19 March 2009

Valerie Waylor, Superintendent
Thendore Roosevell Naionsl Park
P.ChBax 7

Medora, North Dakota 558645

Dear Superintendent Naylor:

The Wildlife Sociely appreciales the oppartunity to provide comments on the Drafi
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the monngement of elk within the south unit of
Theodore Hoosevelt Mational Park {TRNT). The Wildlife Snciety was founded in 1937 and is 2
nun-profit scientific and education wwsociation representing over §000 professione| wildlife
biolagists and managers, dedicated to excellence in wildlile stewardship through science and
education. Uur misaen is to represent and serve wildlife professionals—the scienti sts,
technicians, and practivieners sctively working to study, manape, and conserve native and
desired non-native wildlife and their hobitals worldwide,

The Wildlife Suciety supports the Mark Service's effouts maniage Lhe elk population & TRMP
ity snmes Al is compatible with fts sher resources. Gur North Dukots Chapter has reviewed
the: [}:15 and the altematives selected for elk herd management, and has provided detailed
comments. We endorse those comments, and would stress the following painis:

= ‘Iiw six alternatives represent a tange of oplions to evaluste and aceomplish the goal ol
elk herd redustion. The proposed éesived candition ol a “lightly grozed svsvem™ in TRNP
recognizes the need w balance use by all animal groups using the grassland ecosystem,
Sine the proposed ek heed goals are predictive and the resuliing impacts reed 10 e
rutified by experience and testing the results, we belicve that the studies and discussion
presented support the conservative goals of 100 minimum to 400 maximun set out in the
DEIS, and are saitable for testing this magagement plan during the proposed projes plan
life af 15 yenrs.

¢ Ahemative B (Dicect Reduehon with Firearms) and Altemative € (Roundup and
Enthanasia) luve proven rack records at the park and in other circumsiances, giving
eredibility as realistic altematves. Altemutive D (Testing and Translocation) is ol
vidble option because there is currently no definitive live test fir Chronic Wosting
Discase (CWIY) in clk. Alternative E (Tlanting oulside the PPark} docs not seem praciical
due 10 the dilficulties in obaining landowner and ageney acceptance, and the lack of
experivnvs in eccomplishing this type of nction. In Alternarive F, fentility control ugents
wiolld be used for maintenince of the ¢lk herd once the fnitial hend reduction hes been

accomplished. As deseribed in the DEIS, this Alternative would be used if gnd -
HECENWED
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suitable agenes are developed that meat the eriterin detaibed in the DEIS, Currently the
use af immuzocontreceplives is not a viahle oplion for use on the elk herd ard until

reseorch proves that acceptable agents and eflivient and sffecrive delivery systems are
uvailable, the Park Service should not consider this Allemative as a managemeat 100l

*  We believe that Alternative O (Roundup nod Euthunasia) is the best sltermutive to
accomplish the TRMP ¢lk mamagement o3jective and shoukd be selocted as the prefieered
allernative. The Purk Service has experience in comducting this tvpe of vperation, it is the
meast efficient and timely ol all the alterpatives, and it minimises complications with the
unknewns axsociued with other altematives suck as weather delays, carcuss removal
issves, mecess t0 Clk in badlands topography, adjacent land owner scceptunce, and leagth
o timwe to gecomplish. Further, it allows the most precise appariunily 1o seleer which
individual anfmals will be rewined or removed fram the heed to meet population
managernent goaly

» Actimely aod efficient iniliol redection in clk numihers will lessen the chanve of
dizpersing elk an to private land and causing problems for neighboring ranchers. Ta the
extent it is comparible with the stated gouls, bulls should not be put down, but released
buck inio the park. By focusing the reduction un the female sepment of the population,
exeess sntellits bulls will Tkely continue s wander sut of the pack, thereby giving
husiters the opportunily 1o have aceess to harvest these animals,

»  The sectivn on Adaptive Munagement offers flexikility w adapt to chnngmy conditions
and new information. Regardless of the Preferred Alternative selecied we recommend
that the Park Service keep all possible aptions open ineluding the npticn 1o use any or
parts of the other identified Altermatives in commbination Lo aupmznt or sirenpthen he
seleeled management action for the elk hend. Adherence 1 this principle will leud W the
most effeetive management of elk in the TN,

o Adhcrente to the federal monlorium on transporting live olk outside the TRNE for
release should be maintzined, Translocation of native and exotic wild'ife, captive
propagation of wildlife, and high fence enclosures hove been idestified as three of the top
live risk fiwtors associated with the spread of diseises sueh as Chronic Wanling i Jsease
ond {uberewlosis in wild'ife, and therefore must be carefully regalated.

Thauk yeu fur considerdag the views of wildlife professionals.

Sincerely,

Hhowse I, Fion Ml

Thomas M, Franklin
President

Excellence in Witalife Stwardvivn Theongh Sciense angd Edveaticn
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December 26, 2008

Valorio 1. Maylor, Superinlendent
Theodore Roosevell Nationu! Park
Hox 7

Medora, ND 5R645-0007

Dear Valerie:

L received a copy of the Dvafi Elk Masagement PlandEnvinommental Impact Statement
today gnd actually just finished reading the entite document. T have found il o be well-
written, it provides great desail and should serve us ap effective ool o help decide bow 1o
deal with the overabundanee of elk. | deo have a few comments regarding the plan and
huve listed them here,

I don't believe that hending the olk owside of (he park into o “shosting corrider™ would
b aceuptable o e public o general and would definitely pat our wonderfil Pask ina
mewative cational limelight. Even though I am a hunter, T also would not ke in favar of
allovwing hunting within the boundaries of the Park.

TIn general, Tam in favor al alternate C and fisel that this is the most reasonable and
acteplable munner in which to procesd, it eonduered correetly, [ would like te provide a
few udditional peints w consider, which may help alterate © becone the oplion thel is
suhecled.

1. I'believe that humanely herding the elk into the working corral, humanely
cuthenizing them, collectng hrain stems and tonsils for Clhonie Wassing
Drzease testing and then allowing the carcesses/ment 1o be removed from the
premises is the most desirable and neceptable method for redeeing the ¢lk
mumbers (15 it dove uuy dulfizrenily new when someenc harvesis an elk in the
Norlh Dakota badlandsT)

2. Idonot seethe noed o remaove the elk fram the premises and have them
cuthanized and processed at another location. 1 believe that the epportuniny for
interested members of the pahlic o perchage elk meat 5t $100 per animal (imit
of one, firsl-coine, first-served) would be beneficial and also provide
considerable meome to offset the costs of the roundup. Tlus would provide the
apportunity far some of the many peogle who would Jike o hunt efk bur haven't
hecn selected or

3. can't afford the cost of waveling oul of sate fow o hant o gain el meal, 1
believe that this would alsa go o long way lowardz helping to smooth over the

PO Boa T2 = Santurim Pork e, Sismarch, WD S8802 + P01-223-754 + wiew dakomanon )
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feclings thut eould be wenerated by the fact that so many animals are heing
euthonized 11 one time. 10 certainly wonld make it sasier to harvest the meat so
that it ennld be used.

4. Atour facility alone, we use over 30,000 s, of meat cach year to leed our
cumivoreus anlmals. Civen an averaps meat realization of approximanely 300
‘b, per harvested elk, this would traslute up w 100 elk per vear that owr facility
conld wiilize. [ have visited with other woos and 1 belicve Tt an additional 50
or 50 elk per year could he uilived for meat purposes. Denating 105 of the
harvested elk i people’s local oo would bath benefit the 200 and also help i
allevinte negative [oclings about the elx being cuthanized needlessly,

3. While the survey thal is referced to stafes that 26% of visitors see elk, | belieye
that the averall “viewability™ of elk is much lower than that. | know of people
tht huyve visited the Park at least annoally for o oumbser of vears and have never
zeen an elk. On the mimenous visits that | make (o the Park each season, |
generally oaly see elk it | go looking for them, which mcans getting vut of the
vehicls and trebking n couple of miles. | would guess that a high percente e of
visitors doa 't leave the comfon of thelr vehicle when visiting the Purk, Thus, |
agrec with e draf thal states that the abilite to view elk in the Park won't be
impacted by teducing their numbers. They are hard 1w see for mast peaple wha
vigil

Dwish you good luek on the impertant decision that you must make in determéning the
best alternative for reducing the number of clk in Theodore Koosevell Mational Park and
thank you for allowing ne to air some of my views on this subject.

[ eontinue W enjoy the Park and appreciate the band work that goes on out there,

Sincerely,
- fcfﬁf’;-”
Terry Lincaln

Zoo Direclor

PO Box T « Bevkoma Par s, Bksmarcy, MO SUS0E = 70120 Ml = ot oy
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The MDA has o standing resolution opposing the releaze of any elk omo ather Fedeml, stale, or
privete lands airside the park bounddes. The increased risk of dissese, deprodation, and damage
1o the members of the ranching community surmumdiny the park or thess areas are of preal
comcern and the factors belind Uiy resulution. The NDSA has also had a long standing policy of
applyving common sense when dealing with issues betore ws. The knowledge and wisdom of our
neurly 3000 members provide a wealth of experience from which w make thess tvpes of
decisions. That is why we are finding it difficult to understand why the murk servies would apend
thousands of dollars to solve a prablem thet the residents of the very state in which this park s
lereated could colve for them for o frction of the eor, Particularily in this time af record mativnad
deficiets, this flies dircelly in the face of reason ar common sense. The people of the state of ML
provide the thousands of visitors to this park and the arens surrounding 1l countless memories of
warmth, kindness and western hospitality 1o ke home from their visit heve and as such pehaps
deserve (he opportumity to contizue the rich hunting heritage of (this stiste and be parl of the
selution 1o the problem of too many elk in the Park, Please consider the plan it forth by the
NDG&ET and our legislators as the most logical, cost effective, positlve answer o this isme.
Thamk vou Gabe Thompson)r Dist. 6§ NDSA director,
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Badlands Conservation Alllance

Field Office
BO4 North 10 Strest
Bismarck, ND BRSO
701-2659888  badiandsconsenationalliance.org

March 13, 2009
Velerie Naylor
Superintendent
Theodure Roosevelt National Park
PO Box 7

Medora, ND' 58645

RE: Elk Management Plan and Draft Envdronmental Impact Statement (DEIS)
Diear Sl.lperlntmm Maylor;

Badiands Conservation Alllance (BCA) is a non-profit organization whose mission focugas an

restoal
and preservation of western North Dakosa's public lands, and Includes walch-dogging those pubtic Im:t.lﬂ
menagement ageacies as to the principles of the laws that guide them,

Thereln, we must initially thank and commend the National Park Service (N heodore Roossvel
Matlonal Park (TRNF) far strict comgpllance ta Mational Environmental Pﬁévi’:éamni{ﬁm and .
adherence to NPS palicy and Federal faw, both in development of this Elk Management Plan and DEIS
and in the gpportunities for public invelvement. In particular, we commend the Mational Park Servica
o holding st public meetings across the state of North Dakota, on the quality of those presentations
and on the even hand with which NPS personne! intaracted with citizens of diverse perspective and '

interest

I Board of Directors of the Radlands Conservation Aliance opposcs efforts ;
Game and Fish Departrient (NIGF) to influence change in Natiomal Park Sm'-ri?:?l-. mw;mﬂb
recrzational hunting in Theodl:!m Roosevelt Natlonal Park. We are smiarly In agposition to any efforts
by:- Thf. State of Morth Dakota, its representatives or elected officials 1o introduce federal legislation
allawing hunting in Theedore Rotsevelt National Park. We do s adamantly for the following reasons:
. ﬂ?funnal_Pnrh Service palicy has been i place for over 100 years. 7o many United States
;l:e:smﬂ:: Nalional Fark: System is a sacred trust. Abzence of hunting Is an integral part of
«  Recreational hunling in TRIVP coldd be precedent settng for all :
E:ITII ﬂ;‘beDé;F'a;cmnf North Dakota to be mr.pormhp ibie for mn:h an auh:f:;f i [Sutheq st
* 3 has done an admirable job in the last couple years to assist TRNP in iy
numbers by increased ek tags and exlended elk seasons autside (he Park, the n:ml::? I;I'lllkliS
taken versys COWS SUQQRSEs a not wiolly genuine focus on reduction.  There are cantinung,
and a¢ yet unrealized, oppartunities for expanded hunfing outside Fark boundariee.
« The abbrevialed propusal offared by NOGF & of unidentified duration, unidentifiad expense, and

would have unidentified, possibly long-term, adverse impacts on ail wildlife within the Pak
adjacent landowners, and to visitors, R Ine Park, on
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s The seggested number of armed non-professionals vithin the Park weuld cause safety and
[i2bility concesns,

' Board of Directors his read the TRNP Elk Management Flan and
:;E m ::;::;Er %Tnasc:\dustm Is thaat there is no single or tharowghly san{cfmw salutlon
16s sk raduetion In TRNP, Thenein, we have used the objertives farmutaled by the Science Advisory
Toam listed In Altachment 1: Recommendstions for Managament of £k at Thedans Roosevelf Nationa!
Fark a5 & toal For our discussion on DEIS Aermetives, Those chisctives are found on page 27 of said
attachrment and incluche:
Reinly revuce ek numbers o < f0KL
Hinimize e number of andnals theated,
Minimizs the frequency of freatmens.
Minimiza tha maximum fpumber of amimals frealod
Sustain @ population that includes approimately 100 cows, calves and associsten
wearting bulls,

thauah & s tempting, BCA has chasan nat to support Alternative A, the Mo Action altemative., While
?hjechv'a@s #2, #Sﬁnrfl'l &4 are whelly met, the degree to which objectives #1 and {5 are not
eliminates it from our consideration. While letting nature take lts course may result in benefits to
husiters cutside the Park, to tourists iaterested 1n seeing elk and to these communiy members
profiting from assocleted activities, BCA belleves we must take responsibllity for what rermains of a
anca Flcher ecosystem, and reduce el numbers, We are e_m:umnd that veg thrasholds may be
imetrievably crossed, and that negative Impacts to other wildlie within the: Pa blsan and
mule deer, may be Insurmauntatie.

o b

Sgaaking directly tn ohjective #1, BCA finds fltermathves B and E inappropriae CONCErTiG

with both thase altsrmathves in that the 5-year duration period for initial reduct] » wide-
ranging disturbance to all wildiite, to visitors, and to adjacent landowiners. Fu W y.gqeil
that there may be permancnt impacts an all witdiife, and therein wisitars and adjacent landowners, that
have not been fully considered in the DEIS, forever changing the amblence and umigue human and
wildlife sanctuary that is currently TRNF.

] ; : j . live=
Therein, BCA deems that Aliemative C, and secondarlly Alternative: D, best fulfil ub]tc‘tm 1. Ia
test Ec;?r::hmn'a: Wasting Disease (CWD) were m beoorme avaliatie durdng the Iife of this managemant
plan, Alternative D would rise in rank.

to ohjective 3, BCA agaln finds Allernative B and E at the bottom of the barrad during the
mufmmﬂ stage. Hrnwe'.r:r?imnﬁidaﬁug rmalntenance andy, Altemalive B rises to ﬂ'h!_tup.' If one
wera 1o lonk at tokal animals treated including Initial reduction and maintenance, Alternative D takes
precedence, Therein, BCA suggests de-linking the reduction and maintenanre phases of the
‘natives in choasing a8 preferred action.

aking to ob) #3, again Alternalives B and £ drog out of consideration, We would suggest._mat
Erl:r?»::wrtzfrla19 |nhj;cwealtemaﬁws1 Altermative [ allows for greeter fexibility - especialty should fve testing
for CWID become an aption.

Speaking to objective #4, see #2 above with particular attention to the malntenance phese of
manpgemant,



Finally, as regards objecthve #5, and paying particular attention to "sustain,” Alternative B with its
annual low-grace reductions holds the lead, Agaln, future availability of & live-test for QWD could
move Altemative [ into the front position. Both altemakives C and E allow Tor a swing in populafign
that does nol satisly objedive #5,

Given the above disoussion of Scientific Advisory Team objectives, BOA would secommend Altermative D
as the Preferred Alternative and would be satisfied if that were the NPS dedsion. However, the NEPA
process allows Tor considerations beyond the scope of @ Sdentific Advisory Team,

Thamein, BCA has these further comments:

»  BCA would encourage to the greatest extent scientifically appropriate the inclusion of 2lk
numbers taken by hurters outside the Park in detarmining a statisticalky significant sampling for
Chranic Wasting Disease. This could significantly decrease the number of ek euthanised within

the Park under Altemative D, Incraasing the public’s comfort and tolerance level with this
alternative,

= If Alternative B remalns on the table, Include bow hunting as an addition that would limit
disturbance to both wildlife and visitors,

+« Sertously pursue using horseback riders or other low-stress animal handling rather than
helicopters to move el in Alternatives C, D, and E. This would reduce disturbance, significantly
decrease cost, and may function as a good will effort between the Park, iders, and adjacent
landowmers, I may also increase public Wlerance for the requined redections,

& Some North Dakola hunters support the efforts of NDGE. Saome do pot, While Alternative B
and E do not rate highly &5 desirable altermatives in our Scentific Advisory Team objecives
discussion aboye, there s comething to be said for allowing a native animal to disparse beyond
the confines of TRNF onta 1.1 milion acres of pubfic land, albat intermingled with private,
Alternative E therein may have merit if the following are taken nto consideration:

¥ NDGF would have to bo a willing partrer.

¥ Interests beyond the affected agencies, i.e. NP5, NDGF and the US Forest Servics
{USFS), would need to be at the table when detalling implementation of this alternative,
Participation of adjacent landowners would be paramaount and essantial. Local
represantatives of such interests as guide services, tourism, and consarvation might also
be halpful.

«  NDGF might have to take a fresh look at the most current Memorandum of
Understanding between the USFS, NDGF, and TRNP regarding elk management. NDGF
may have to re-evaluate the agency’s role, Including:

I NDGFAGREES TOAND WILL, TO THE EXTENT RESOURCES PERMIT:
E. Provide regsonaire mligation measures fo afeviale damage &
sigmiffcant etk pregalipn andfor damage ecctrs on trivale ands adiacent
o THRC.

Thils Is IF NDGF truly wants o Increase the legal opportunities for elk hunting in Morth

Dakota.

+  Provisions would need to be made for a dispersal distance from Park boundaries that
reflects the sporsman’s ethic of fafr chase,
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i ing been stated, Badlands Conscrvation Alflance recmnmn:ndq that tha
Eﬁﬁfﬁmn&:& g& its Prd!rra::l Alterative a combinetian uf_a!h_:mmives.._ with Altarnetive
0 haolding primacy. We would recommend thal Altemative D be used fFr initial reduction, including the
hraadest statisticaly significant sampling for OWD possible, one thal takes into accourit those animals
takan outside the Park during ene or mere hunting seasans. Shuuld Wi be found absent,
epportunities for tanslocation should be inltiated & soon and a5 rapidly as possible. BCA would
happily see these live elk go to qualified entities that wekcome them, They are a treasune.

i of
snould WD be found, BCA recommends that adaptive management bf_-_ I_‘.nnlemgnted in the form of
A.II‘.:fnaﬁw E, with al Elmvluhm above applied. If for any reason NDF!.- is unwiliing to partner in this
elfort, including develeping a mutually satisfactory mgreement with adjacant |andowners, thi HES
should move to Aternetive © ang make the required reductions.

Additionally, BCA thinks that the initial reduction methodology should not be linked to the maintenancs
phass, Inh:;ur Seientific Advisary Team distussion above, we support Implementation af angelng
maintenance via that outlined in Alternative B, On page 37 of Attachment 1 Reromimandations for
Management of Efk at Theodora Roosevell National Park, the Scentilic Advisory Team states:

& In practice, risks of substantial error (Lo, Brge dapartures from objectives) ana likely to be jeast for
relatively lrge population siras and relalivaly modest manipulalions, BCA deams thak the annulal .
remaval of approximately 20-24 female el will produce: less disturbance while avoiding swings in el
populaton suggested by other alternatives. We alea think this steady population will allow for 8 mone
solid base from which to make adaptive managenent dedslons.

|d be our racommendation that onby professional sharpshooters ar qualfied federal cmployees ba
ml‘:or this malntenance reduction, The expense of using skilled citizen volunteers [s not merited for
this minar angairg action.

i i | to the successiul
Monitoring of TRMP vegelation and tha elk population itself will be absolutely essential to ¢
implernentation of this Plan. We encourage the Park to watch closely for evidence that this reduced
nuriber of ek Is having the effect on Park resources that is desired, and that el population numbers
hawe not been set too low.

BCA thanks for this opparunlty o comment. Theodors Roosevelt Nat_lunm Park rs. a_unique
landscape Ln?ril'uurth Dakota, and indeed, the Urited States. Our membership hodds It in highest csteem
and trusts that the Mational Fark Service will not aliow for diminishment of this most valued resource.

Respectfully,

Mo i

Jan Swenson
Executive Cirector
Badiands Consarvation Alllance
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March 13, 2009

Superintendent Valerie Naylor
Theodore Roosevelt National Park
Box 7

Medora, ND 58645-0007

RE: Draft Elk Management Plan
Dear Superintendent Naylor:

The National Rifle Association (NRA) appreciates the opportunity to comment on the Draft Elk
Management Plan (Plan) that examines several alternatives for addressing the rapid increase in the
Park's elk population. The NRA is a 138-year-old organization with nearly 4 million members whose
primary mission is to defend the Constitutional right to own and use firearms; to lead the field in firearms
education and training; and to promote hunting and the management of wildlife based upon the
principles of the North American Model of Wildlife Management.

The NRA recommends that the National Park Service adopt an approach, with modifications, that
combines Alternative B, the direct reduction of elk using firearms, and Alternative E, increasing hunting
opportunities outside the Park in coordination with state actions to reduce and maintain the elk
population in the Park. The requested modifications relate to several issues.

First, Alternative B states that the reduction would be carried out by qualified federal employees and
authorized agents that would include, but not be limited to, other agency and tribal personnel,
contractors, or skilled volunteers. The NRA strongly encourages the Park to use federal employees in
combination with hunters. We do not see any need for the expenditure of taxpayers' dollars to hire
contract shooters when there is likely to be a pool of skilled volunteers in the hunting community of
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North Dakota.

It would have been helpful if the Plan had explained how Alternative B compares to the lethal reduction
alternative adopted by the Rocky Mountain National Park, and provided an explanation of the
differences between the two approaches.

Second, Alternative B uses the term "elk management teams" but does not identify who will participate
on these teams, only that qualified skilled volunteers would become part of a pool of available personnel
that may supplement elk management teams. It also does not explain what kind of a system the Park
will develop to identify skilled volunteers. We highly recommend that the Park work closely with the
North Dakota Game and Fish Department (NDGF) in identifying volunteers within the hunting
community.

Third, the NRA is adamantly opposed to the requirement in Alternative B that only non-lead bullets be
used. Just this week, the Service announced its intent to eliminate the use of lead ammunition and lead
fishing tackle by the end of next year. This policy announcement was made without any communication
having been conducted with the affected publics. No supporting documentation or scientific evidence
was provided. This policy mirrors what Alternative B is seeking to put into place. It would suggest that
the lead ammunition ban called for in Alternative B was a springboard for the Service's newly
announced policy.

There is a substantial body of scientific evidence that shows that lead ammunition does not pose health
risks to humans, or wildlife populations as a whole. Certainly, there is no information to suggest that
using lead ammunition in an elk culling operation will pose a risk to the health of Park staff and visitors
or a threat to other Park wildlife.

Rather than address the science behind lead ammunition in comments to this Plan, the NRA strongly
recommends that the lead ammunition ban be removed from Alternative B and that the discussion on
this issue be elevated to the national level to engage the Service and national hunting, fishing, shooting,
and wildlife conservation organizations.

The lead ammunition ban proposed in Alternative B will be seen as the first ban on lead ammunition
following the Service's policy announcement. Rocky Mountain National Park did not require the use of
non-lead ammunition in its elk management plan so it begs the question as to the motivation to apply it
here. Further, while Alternative B would not be implemented as a hunt, the NDGF are the wildlife
professionals who determine what firearms and ammunition are appropriate for killing big game animals.
If the NDGF does not require non-lead ammunition for taking elk, the Park should not put be putting
itself in the position of dictating otherwise.

In combination with a modified Alternative B, the NRA supports the approach of Alternative E that calls
for the Park to work with the NDFG to identify supporting landowners who are willing to have elk
dispersed on their land and open it to hunting. On the assumption that there will be adequate acreage to
implement this Alternative given the number of landowners willing to participate in Alternative B, it would
increase public hunting opportunities on the perimeter of the Park since hunting is not an option to
maintain ecologically balanced elk numbers inside the Park.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Plan.
Sincerely,

Susan Recce

National Rifle Association

Director- Conservation, Wildlife and Natural Resources
tel: 703-267-1541 fax: 703-267-1543
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Sixty-first Legislative Assembly of North Dakota

In Regular Session Commencing Tuesday, January 6, 2009

HOUSE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION NO. 3007

(Representatives Porter, Carlson, Damschen, Hanson)

(Senators Stenehjem, Hogue)

A concurrent resolution urging Congress to amend federal law or policy to implement the North Dakota
Game and Fish Department alternative that would allow North Dakota resident sharpshooters to
take elk within Theodore Roosevelt National Park to assist the National Park Service in

reducing and managing the park's elk population.

WHEREAS, Theodore Roosevelt National Park has released a Draft Elk Management
Plan/Environmental Impact Statement; and

WHEREAS, the Draft EIk Management Plan/Environmental Impact Statement analyzes four

action alternatives for initial herd reduction, as well as a no action alternative, and one alternative that
could be used in combination with others for elk herd maintenance; and

WHEREAS, one alternative for initial herd reduction focuses on sharpshooting elk, using
government employees, contractors, or skilled volunteers; and

WHEREAS, North Dakota is opposed to the action alternatives identified in the Draft Elk
Management Plan/Environmental Impact Statement released by Theodore Roosevelt National Park;
and

WHEREAS, hunting within the park boundaries is not currently allowed; and

WHEREAS, the elk population of Theodore Roosevelt National Park must be reduced to
manageable levels to sustain a healthy population of elk in the park; and

WHEREAS, the North Dakota Game and Fish Department has developed and recommended

an alternative that would reduce the elk population in Theodore Roosevelt

the ND Legislature has passed a resolution that supports the game and fish plan to reduce the herd
size.

We have qualified sharp-shooters in ND that are more than willing to help with this problem by not
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spending millions of dollars to cull the herd.

National Park using certified

volunteer sharpshooters; and

WHEREAS, North Dakota sportsmen have the hunting tradition, expertise, and ethics to assist

the National Park Service in this effort; and

WHEREAS, North Dakota sharpshooters should be chosen by a lottery system and be entitled

to keep any animal the sharpshooter takes;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES OF

NORTH DAKOTA, THE SENATE CONCURRING THEREIN:

That the Sixty-first Legislative Assembly urges the Congress of the United States to amend

federal law or policy to implement the North Dakota Game and Fish Department alternative that would
allow North Dakota resident sharpshooters to take elk within Theodore Roosevelt National Park to
assist the National Park Service in reducing and managing the park's elk population; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Secretary of State forward copies of this resolution by
registered mail, return receipt requested, to the Secretary of the Interior, the director of the National
Park Service, the superintendent of Theodore Roosevelt National Park, and each member of the North
Dakota Congressional Delegation.
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At our February, 2009 meeting of the board of directors, the Southwest ND Chapter of Pheasants
Forever, Dickinson, ND unanimously voted to submit a letter of NON-SUPPORT to all current
alternatives to the Elk population reduction plan.

We believe Mr. Terry Steinwand of the North Dakota Game and Fish Dept. says it best: "These elk are
a resource of the state of North Dakota, and therefore state citizens should be directly involved in the
population management process inside park boundaries."

We hereby fully support the position of the North Dakota Game and Fish Department, which asks for an
additional alternative that accomplishes the goal of reducing elk in the park both effectively and
economically by allowing North Dakota hunters to participate.

Why does this administration continue it's desire to waste taxpayer money on this issue when citizens
of North Dakota would do as good or BETTER job of reducing this herd's population, while paying for
the opportunity to do so?

This elk population provides for a wonderful opportunity to North Dakota residents who desire the
chance to hunt elk in our Badlands. Let us take advantage of this opportunity, rather than waste it!
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Once again it is very apparent the the State of North Dakota only has interests for residents of North
Dakota, this is a national park, supported by all tax payers in this counrty. Therfor we belive if open to
public sharpshooters it must include all residents of this nation. Not only North Dakota residents!

Regards,
Ronald Lee

Board of directors
CHILAKOOT BOWHUNTERS
Stillwater, Mn

651-470-6118
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Theodore Roosevelt National Park

RE: Elk Management Plan/DEIS

PO Box 7

Medora, ND 58645

Dear Sirs:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the elk management plan and the options that you have
listed as possible. | attended the meeting in Medora, which had been advertized in North Dakota
Newspapers as an information/comment. When | tried to comment the meeting was closed and they
stated that comments had to be either mailed or emailed. If that was the case | apologize for the
improper comments. | then travel to Bowman for a legislative forum where | mentioned the meeting n
Medora. North Dakota/USA citizens in attendance there stated they wouldn't go to the meeting because
they felt no one would listen.

My comment on the plans that were presented is this. None of the above. In Teton National Park there is
the taking of game allowed. | know the park service doesn't refer to it as hunting but that's what would
work at the Theodore Roosevelt National Park. The commentator at the Medora meeting stated that it is
being allowed because hunting previously existed at that location before it became a national park. May
| point out that a man name Theodore Roosevelt and his friends, along with millions before him, hunted
in these exact location. | would like to propose that the same rules be applied to Theodore Roosevelt
National Park and are applied at Teton National Park. The North Dakota Game and Fish could
coordinate that process. It would be a much better use of the taxpayers' dollars.

Rep. David Drovdal

District 39
North Dakota House of Representatives
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Spirit Lake Tribe has requested from the TRNP a total of 50 live animals and are willing to pay the costs
associated with capturing, testing, and transporting the elk to Spirit Lake Reservation. It would be the
number one priority of the Spirit Lake Tribe to get live elk instead of having them killed and having the
meat sent to us. If the elk have to be killed, we would only be interested in obtaining 25 elk for meat.
Also, the killed elk would have to be tested for diseases. Spirit Lake Tribe would be willing to pick up the
meat at TRNP. Spirit Lake Tribe would be willing to help with rounding up the elk and, if needed,
shooting them and hunting them. We would prefer to transport the live elk during the time when they
antlerless.
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